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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 study evaluates AE-CBSP across AKI models and contributes to the existing literature. Findings suggest its utility is mechanism-dependent, showing efficacy against Gentamicin-induced injury but not Cisplatin. By quantifying nucleosides and discussing "metabolic rescue," it provides a basis for targeted TCM interventions.
	



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
	3 = Satisfactory
The title is clear and appropriate, accurately encompassing the intervention, both preventive and therapeutic paradigms, and the specific chemically induced injury models.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The abstract is comprehensive, accurately summarizing the study's aims, HPLC quantification, HK-2 cell models, and the key findings that AE-CBSP is effective against Gentamicin-induced injury but not Cisplatin.
	

	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 accurately cover core elements like Cordyceps bassiana, AKI, and the cell line, effectively enhancing academic searchability.
	

	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: 5 (Excellent). The background is logically structured, clearly outlining AKI pathophysiology, the distinct toxicities of Gentamicin and Cisplatin , and effectively establishing both the existing research on C. bassiana and the necessity of this study.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 (Excellent). The research objectives are clearly stated to systematically investigate the preventive and therapeutic effects of AE-CBSP on AKI, testing the hypothesis of mechanism-dependency by comparing two distinct chemical injury models.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 (Excellent). The literature review is highly relevant and forward-looking, citing numerous studies from 2024 to 2025 , and even including the latest publications from 2026, demonstrating the exceptional timeliness of the research in AKI mechanisms and TCM applications.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good). The methodology is sound, utilizing HPLC for quantification alongside classical HK-2 cell models and CCK-8 assays. The dual preventive and therapeutic paradigms effectively differentiate the pharmacological impacts of AE-CBSP across AKI stages.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good).N/A – In vitro cell line study; no ethical approval required.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good) . Results are clearly presented, though minor improvements in figure clarity and statistical description are recommended.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good). Tables and figures are relevant and clear, though minor improvements in labeling and consistency are suggested.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good). The discussion relates findings to existing literature, though deeper integration and citation could strengthen it.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good). The conclusions are generally supported by the presented data, though they could be slightly more conservative.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory). Limitations are mentioned but not discussed in sufficient depth.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good). The references are relevant and generally sufficient in number, though a few more recent or high-impact citations could enhance the manuscript.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good). The manuscript is generally clear and understandable, with minor grammatical and stylistic improvements needed.
	






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. The title is appropriate, specific, and accurately reflects the study focus and experimental design.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.  The abstract is comprehensive, clearly summarizing the background, methods, results, and conclusions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically sound, with an appropriate experimental design and a reasonable interpretation of results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.  The references are sufficient and include a reasonable number of recent and relevant studies.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

	





Reviewer details:

Chun-Lin Wang, National Yang Ming Chiao Tung University, Taiwan
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