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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 investigates the nephrotoxic effects of aqueous extract of Commelina diffusa using standardized OECD 425 guidelines, the study provides valuable experimental data on the potential renal and hematological impacts of this plant. This is important for validating the safety profile of herbal remedies and guiding appropriate dosage and therapeutic applications. Furthermore, the findings may help researchers, pharmacologists, and toxicologists better understand the biological effects of Commelina diffusa and support the development of safer plant-based therapeutics.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally relevant to the study because it clearly identifies the plant species, experimental model, and focus on nephrotoxicity screening. However, the current title is quite long and may be simplified for clarity and readability.
	

	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 provides the background, methodology, and major findings of the study, several improvements are needed to enhance clarity and scientific quality. Repetition should be removed, particularly the duplicated statement about increased kidney electrolyte biomarkers. Some results require clearer wording, such as enhanced electrolyte metabolism in the endoplasmic reticulum are not fully supported by the methods and it is better to focus on measured outcomes like electrolyte levels and oxidative stress markers. The abstract would also benefit from briefly stating the exposure durations (7, 14, and 21 days) and tested doses (166, 250, and 500 mg/kg). Finally, the conclusion should more clearly highlight the toxicological implications, and minor grammatical revisions are needed to improve readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The experimental design, including dose groups, duration of exposure, and biochemical, hematological, and histopathological analyses, is appropriate for investigating potential nephrotoxicity. However, several scientific issues should be addressed before publication. Some interpretations of the results are overstated, particularly statements suggesting enhanced “metabolism in the endoplasmic reticulum,” which were not directly measured in the study. In addition, certain sections of the discussion link observed biochemical changes to mechanisms that were not experimentally evaluated. Clarification of the relationship between biochemical markers, oxidative stress parameters, and histopathological findings would improve the scientific accuracy of the manuscript. Overall, the study design is valid, but the interpretation of results should be revised to align strictly with the data presented.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Several references are recent (2020–2025), which supports the relevance of the study. However, the reference list could be improved by including more recent peer-reviewed studies on: herbal-induced nephrotoxicity, toxicological evaluation of medicinal plants, biomarkers of renal injury and oxidative stress.

Adding recent review articles or studies on herbal nephrotoxicity and renal biomarkers to strengthen the background and discussion sections is recommended. Additionally, some references appear duplicated or inconsistently formatted and should be carefully checked and standardized according to the journal’s citation style.
	

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


	The overall structure of the manuscript follows a standard scientific format; however, the English language quality requires significant revision before publication. Numerous grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, and inconsistent terminology are present throughout the manuscript. Some sentences are repetitive or unclear, and certain scientific terms are used inaccurately.

Professional language editing or thorough proofreading by a fluent English speaker is strongly recommended to improve clarity, readability, and academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study addresses an important topic in the field of toxicology and herbal medicine safety. However, the manuscript would benefit from several improvements, including: careful revision of the abstract to remove repetition and improve clarity, stronger linkage between biochemical results and histopathological findings, correction of methodological inconsistencies and statistical description, improvement of figure/table explanations and formatting, thorough language editing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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