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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	The manuscript is important as it explores the antidiabetic potential of aqueous extract of some locally available plants (Aerva lanata, Emblica officinalis, Momordica charantia, Musa paradisiaca, and Psidium guajava) thereby providing empirical evidence to support or refute ethnobotanical claims.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is suitable and grammatically correct 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract is comprehensive, explicit, and concise. However, diabetes mellitus and in vitro study used as keywords were not mentioned in the abstract 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, but metformin is not an α-amylase inhibitor. It reduces hepatic glucose production and improves insulin sensitivity. The study's aim is not properly aligned with the title. No reference was provided for aqueous extraction processes. Tannin and Phenol results were not properly discussed
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are sufficient and relatively recent
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	

The language is quality


	

	Optional/General comments

	
There is a need to properly and elaborately discuss the results of the analysis.


	















	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)


	





Reviewer details:
Adelu Akeem Olalekan, Auch Polytechnic Auchi, Nigeria

Created by: DR	              Checked by: PM                                             Approved by: MBM	   	Version: 3 (05-12-2024)	
