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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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.
	This manuscript is important as it highlights the therapeutic potential of fenugreek as a natural, cost-effective approach for managing PCOS and diabetes, two major global health concerns. It also integrates existing clinical and experimental evidence, supporting further research and development of plant-based interventions in modern healthcare.


	


PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

The title is clear and relevant to the content, though it could be slightly more concise and specific.


	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

The abstract covers the key aspects of the topic, including background, mechanisms, and significance, but could be more concise and structured for better clarity.


	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

The keywords are relevant and reflect the main themes of the manuscript, though they could be slightly refined to improve specificity and indexing.


	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory

The background provides relevant information, but it lacks clear organization and contains some repetition and language issues that affect clarity.


	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory

The objectives are implied within the text but are not explicitly and clearly stated as distinct aims of the study.


	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The literature review is relevant and covers key aspects of fenugreek’s role in PCOS and diabetes, including phytochemistry, mechanisms, and clinical evidence. However, a more critical synthesis of studies and inclusion of the most recent high-impact research would further strengthen its depth.


	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The literature review includes several recent studies (2023–2025), indicating reasonable currency. However, further inclusion of the latest high-impact and guideline-based studies would enhance its timeliness and comprehensiveness.


	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)

The manuscript does not clearly describe the literature search strategy, including databases used, search terms, inclusion/exclusion criteria, or study selection process. Adding a brief methodology section would improve transparency and reproducibility.


	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)

The manuscript primarily summarizes existing studies but lacks sufficient critical analysis. It would benefit from deeper evaluation of study quality, comparison of conflicting findings, and discussion of limitations within the cited literature.


	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The manuscript includes a dedicated “Future Perspectives” section that outlines relevant research directions such as large-scale clinical trials, molecular investigations, and standardization. However, these points could be more explicitly linked to specific gaps identified in the reviewed literature to further strengthen the section.


	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The conclusions are generally logical and consistent with the literature discussed, effectively summarizing the key roles of fenugreek in PCOS and diabetes management. However, they could be strengthened by more explicitly acknowledging limitations and variability in the evidence base.


	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)

The manuscript does not provide a clear or dedicated discussion of its limitations. Including a section addressing constraints such as variability in study designs, small sample sizes, reliance on preclinical data, and lack of standardized dosing would improve transparency and scientific rigor.


	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)

The references include a mix of peer-reviewed journal articles and some less rigorous or non-primary sources (e.g., general websites and secondary compilations). While many citations are appropriate, the overall quality would improve by prioritizing high-impact, peer-reviewed journals and minimizing reliance on non-scholarly sources.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)

The manuscript is generally understandable, but the language requires improvement in grammar, sentence structure, and clarity. Professional English editing would enhance readability and overall presentation.


	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: Yes

The title is suitable as it clearly reflects the focus on fenugreek and its role in managing both PCOS and diabetes, aligning well with the content of the manuscript.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: No

The abstract summarizes the topic well but could be improved by clearly stating the objective of the review, briefly describing the literature selection approach, and highlighting key clinical and therapeutic implications to better reflect the full scope of the manuscript.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: No
While the manuscript is generally grounded in relevant literature, some mechanistic explanations are oversimplified or insufficiently supported, particularly regarding insulin signaling, hormonal regulation, and molecular pathways. The manuscript would benefit from more precise, evidence-based descriptions and clearer differentiation between well-established findings and preliminary or context-dependent evidence.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
The references are adequate but lack sufficient recent high-quality evidence. The authors should include more recent (last 3–5 years) peer-reviewed studies, particularly meta-analyses and RCTs, and update the reference list accordingly. Additionally, the following relevant studies should be cited in appropriate sections (e.g., Introduction or mechanism/clinical sections):

https://doi.org/10.61748/Zool.2024/01 

http://dx.doi.org/10.29261/pakvetj/2026.061

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	No
There are no apparent ethical issues, as the manuscript is a review based on previously published studies and does not involve new experiments on human or animal subjects.
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