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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 contributes to the scientific community by reporting the effects of both individual and combined preparations of Ficus exasperata and Sida acuta on glycemic control. Conducting quantitative phytochemical screening, the study also identifies an essential biochemical connection between particular secondary plant metabolites and the alleviation of oxidative stress induced by alloxan in pancreatic beta-cells.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	4. It would be better if the plant part studied and its family were indicated in the title.
	

	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. It would be better to reduce the length to less than 300 words. The author should explicitly state the percentage reduction of blood glucose for the most potent group to provide a clear quantitative summary.
	

	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
	4.  The rationale for plant-based medicine is sound, but the transition to these specific two plants is abrupt. Therefore, it would be interesting if the author briefly summarizes the ethnobotanical uses of F. exasperata and S. acuta specifically in Nigerian traditional medicine to strongly justify the claim.
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	2. The author mention “successive solvent extraction”. However, only the results of ethanol is reported for which strong justification is required since antidiabetic compounds has been frequently found in aqueous phase. In addition, the concentration of ethanol used is not indicated. Moreover, the author is expected to justify the physiological rationale of choosing only female rats for the experiments. The standard protocol prefers male or mixed sex to minimize confounding effects of estrogen cycle. Reason for choosing alloxan must be strongly supported by updated reference. The alloxan at 150 mg/kg destructs beta cell which induces type 1 diabetes. Justification must be provided to indicate the use of alloxan at this dose level to induce Type II DM
	

	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
	2. The source of experimental animal, housing condition and acclimatization protocol and disposal way is missed.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2. There is critical error on table 3. The FBG for group B (untreated) and group C (Glibenclamide) are the same throughout the weeks. To be a good sound study, standard treatment should show significant difference as compared to the untreated group.
	

	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
	4. The use of * and # is helpful, but ensure the P-value is consistently reported (e.g., P < 0.05 or P < 0.01). 
	

	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. The author overstated the finding by suggesting “the extracts promote beta-cell recovery”. But it is difficult to suggest like this without having the evidence of insulin assays or histopathologic evidence.
	

	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
	2. The conclusion is overstated. The term "good glycaemic activity" is too unclear. Replace it with a balanced term and specify its comparability to standard sulfonylureas.
	

	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
	1.The author should include limitation of the study
	

	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
	5
	

	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. The manuscript needs a lot of Formatting and Typography. The font style, font size and punctuation need an improvement.  
	













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.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. Even though the abstract follows the structure, it lacks quantitative precision. The author is expected to present the percentage reduction of blood glucose for the plant extract and clarify if the combination interaction was additive or synergistic.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	There are critical data reporting problems. In Table 3, it is reported that the untreated group and the positive control exhibited similar effects, which is very difficult to accept. In addition, the claims of “Beta cell recovery” are not supported by evidence. There is a redundancy (CONSENT and ETHICAL APPROVAL reported twice)
	

	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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