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	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.


	Because it offers fresh comparative data on the antihyperlipidemic and antidiabetic capabilities of several Cucurbita maxima components in streptozotocin-induced diabetic rats, this publication is significant to the scientific community. The results of the study promote the creation of functional foods or natural therapeutic options for the management of diabetes since they show that the pulp, peel, and seed may considerably lower blood glucose, improve lipid profiles, and boost antioxidant enzyme activity.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Yes, abstract is article comprehensive. I suggest no addition or deletion of points.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the content provided, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct. The study includes a clear objective, appropriate experimental design, ethical approval, validated biochemical methods, statistical comparisons, and results that are consistent with previously published findings on Cucurbita maxima and diabetes research
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references appear to be generally sufficient and include many recent citations from 2021–2025, indicating good relevance to the study context. However, a few older references (e.g., before 2015) could be updated with more recent studies where possible. Additional recent literature on Cucurbita maxima, hypoglycemic mechanisms, and antioxidant pathways would further strengthen the reference list.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article is generally suitable for scholarly communication, although a few grammatical errors and formatting inconsistencies are present and may require minor editing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Reviewer comments

The manuscript addresses an important research topic exploring the antidiabetic and lipid-modulatory effects of Cucurbita maxima fruit parts in STZ-induced diabetic rats. The study has scientific relevance, and the results appear promising; however, the manuscript requires substantial revisions to improve scientific rigor, clarity, formatting, and compliance with journal standards. 

The comments are following-

· While the introduction is comprehensive, the manuscript does not clearly articulate a specific hypothesis or research question. A direct statement such as “We hypothesized that…” would provide clearer scientific direction.

· The method “1:1:5 ratio” in feed preparation is unclear. It is not specified whether pumpkin powder replaced standard feed or was added to it. A table showing exact nutrient composition, caloric content, and normalization across treatment groups is required for reproducibility. 

· The manuscript alternates between bark and peel when describing treatment groups (Table 1 vs earlier method section). This inconsistency may confuse readers and must be corrected. 

· The statistical analysis section is absent. The manuscript must specify: Software used (SPSS, GraphPad, etc.), Normality test, Post-hoc analysis, Significance level (P-value already appears in figures but not in methodology)

· Ethical approval is mentioned informally. A formal ethical approval number or institutional review board (IRB) reference is expected in line with journal standards. 

· Several figures (Fig. 2–10) lack essential information such as: Y-axis units, Sample size (n), Confidence intervals/error representation, Study duration (e.g., baseline vs post-treatment) and some legends repeat results rather than describing experimental context. 

· The discussion references literature well but lacks deeper mechanistic correlation between C. maxima phytochemicals and observed biological pathways (e.g., insulin signaling, inflammation, oxidative stress). More molecular pathways or proposed mechanisms would improve scientific value.

· The abstract provides only qualitative results. Journal standards usually expect quantitative highlights (e.g., “blood glucose reduced by X% compared with control”). 

· Although recent sources are valuable, selective inclusion of foundational references (pre-2018) on C. maxima biochemistry and STZ-model physiology would strengthen context.

· Minor grammatical issues and typographical inconsistencies appear throughout the document (e.g., spacing errors, missing punctuation, sentence fragments). A professional English-language edit is recommended.

· Statements such as “safe alternative to antidiabetic drugs” require caution. Without toxicity, dose-response, or human trials, such claims should be softened to “shows potential as a dietary adjunct requiring further study.” 

· The manuscript does not discuss study limitations (e.g., lack of molecular assays, absence of insulin measurement, short intervention duration, no histopathology). A limitations paragraph is essential to strengthen scientific credibility.

· Units such as mg/dL, g/kg, °C, and compound names should follow uniform formatting standards.
· Terms such as “bark” appear instead of “peel” in a few instances and should be standardized. 
· The manuscript contains multiple grammatical, sentence-structure, and consistency errors. A full language and style edit is recommended. 
Major revision required

The manuscript has potential for publication after significant revision addressing methodological clarity, formatting consistency, language improvement, and strengthening of scientific justification and interpretation. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues were identified in the manuscript, as animal use was conducted according to institutional guidelines and ethical clearance was obtained. However, the Institutional Animal Ethics Committee (IAEC) reference number is not provided anywhere in the document
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