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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 investigates the antihyperglycemic and protective effects of Chromolaena odorata leaf extract against diabetes and mercury chloride-induced toxicity in Wistar rats. The study addresses an important research area by integrating phytotherapy with environmental toxicology and provides evidence for the potential therapeutic role of medicinal plants. The findings may contribute to the development of plant-based interventions for diabetes complicated by heavy metal exposure. However, substantial improvements in scientific presentation, statistical reporting, discussion, and language quality are required beforae publication.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

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

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 

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

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 

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

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

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

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

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

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 

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

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

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

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 

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

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

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

N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. 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
	3
	


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.
	The title accurately reflects the objectives and experimental model.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (Minor revision required)

The abstract summarizes the work adequately; however:

· Include numerical results. 

· Mention statistical significance. 

· Avoid broad conclusions.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (Major Revision Required)
The experimental design is appropriate, but several scientific issues should be corrected.

Major comments:

1. The Introduction is excessively long (approximately eight pages). It should be condensed by 40–50%, focusing on diabetes, mercury toxicity, and Chromolaena odorata. 

2. Many paragraphs repeat similar information regarding oxidative stress and mercury toxicity. 

3. The manuscript evaluates only fasting blood glucose and body weight. Since antioxidant activity is claimed, biochemical markers (MDA, SOD, CAT, GPx, GSH) should either be included or the claims should be moderated. 

4. Histopathological evaluation is mentioned in Methods but corresponding results are absent. 

5. Statistical reporting should include exact P values, F values, confidence intervals, and sample variability. 

6. Table 4 contains inconsistent baseline values (for example, FBG reported as 92 ± 60 mg/dL). These standard deviations appear unrealistic and should be verified. 

7. Figure quality should be improved to publication resolution. 

8. Discussion contains unsupported statements and should compare findings with more recent literature. 

9. Add a dedicated section describing study limitations and future research directions.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO
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