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	Author’s Feedback (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.


	This manuscript provides valuable insights into the potential of Gongronema latifolium (Utazi) leaves as a natural alternative for diabetes management. The in vitro and in vivo experiments presented demonstrate the plant's significant antidiabetic activity, including α-amylase inhibition and enhanced glucose uptake, alongside its potential to reduce postprandial and fasting blood glucose levels. The findings offer a promising avenue for developing plant-based therapies that could be safer and more accessible than synthetic antidiabetic drugs, which often have undesirable side effects. This study contributes to the growing body of evidence supporting the use of medicinal plants in the management of chronic diseases like diabetes, thus fostering further research into their therapeutic potential and underlying mechanisms.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article, "In Vitro Antidiabetic and In Vivo Post Prandial Hyperglycemic Response Profile of Gongronema latifolium (Utazi) Leaves in Wistar Rats", is suitable as it accurately reflects the focus of the study, which evaluates the antidiabetic potential of Gongronema latifolium leaves through both in vitro and in vivo methods.
	

	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 of the article is generally comprehensive as it clearly outlines the study's objectives, methodology, results, and conclusions. It provides a solid summary of the research, highlighting the in vitro and in vivo aspects of the study, as well as the key findings regarding Gongronema latifolium's antidiabetic properties.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct. The study follows a structured and appropriate experimental design, using both in vitro and in vivo methods to evaluate the antidiabetic potential of Gongronema latifolium. The methodology, including the α-amylase inhibition and glucose uptake assays, is well-established and commonly used in antidiabetic research. The use of Wistar rats for in vivo experiments is appropriate for assessing postprandial glucose regulation and fasting blood glucose levels.
The results are clearly presented, with statistical analysis (such as the significance of p-values) used to validate the findings. The comparison with standard antidiabetic agents like acarbose and metformin is scientifically sound, as these are commonly used drugs for managing diabetes, providing context for the efficacy of the plant extract.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the article cover important previous studies on Gongronema latifolium and its antidiabetic potential (from 2011, 2013, 2020), but it would be better to add more recent references (from 2023–2025) to better support the research.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is well-structured and the scientific terminology is used appropriately. However, there are a few areas where the language could be improved for clarity and flow:

Sentence structure: Some sentences are lengthy or complex, which might hinder clarity. Breaking them into shorter, more concise sentences could improve readability.

Grammar and punctuation: There are minor grammatical issues and occasional awkward phrasing that could be polished for a smoother reading experience.

Consistency in terminology: Ensuring consistency in the use of technical terms and units throughout the article (e.g., using either "concentration" or "dose" consistently when referring to the amounts of the extract) would enhance precision.

Overall, while the manuscript is understandable and appropriate for scholarly work, small revisions in language quality could further elevate its clarity and professionalism.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	While the manuscript does not raise any immediate ethical concerns, explicitly addressing informed consent, ethical approval, participant safety, confidentiality, and conflicts of interest will strengthen the ethical integrity of the study. These details are essential for compliance with ethical guidelines in human research
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