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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 study is important from a scientific point of view:

- Because the author emphasizes that the plant is already used by populations.

- Many chemical compounds have already been isolated from parts of the plant

- moreover, if it is proven that this plant improves the lipid profile in addition to blood sugar, it would be a benefit for improving the quality of life of diabetics
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No the title of the article is not suitable. This title is very general, it lacks details on the nature of the extract and the part of the plant extracted, and it is not understandable why rat model is in capital letters (I suggest : An Assessment of Anti-diabetic Activity of Ocimum sanctum ethanolic extract in alloxan-induced hyperglycemic rat model, but the author should add the plant part used).
	

	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.


	Not at all, lack of methodology in the abstract: One or three sentences are needed. No mention of the nature of the extract used (part of the plant, solvent used). The introduction of the abstract must be rewritten; remove medications in the Abstract which is not adapted to rats, it is administration. In the abstract statistically different does not say who is superior to which group. It needs to be rewritten, the presence of asterisks of meanings statistically difference is not recommended in the Abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript can be scientifically improved, if the author clearly highlights the problem and the motivations of his work; because as long and general as the introduction is, the discussion is short and poorly argued. The methodology written in this work does not allow its reproducibility: because it lacks many details
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, almost 8 references are at least 10 years old. The author's research field contains many recent references on which he can rely.
	

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


	Very average
	

	Optional/General comments


	Title need to Rephrased.  Abstract: The abstract is overly succinct and lacks details regarding the methodology. Introduction: The introduction is excessively lengthy and does not clearly address the problem at hand. It concludes with the phrase "can help people," which is inappropriate since the study is conducted on rats (implying an administration study), and the plant in question is already utilized by local populations, as noted by the author. Methodology: The methodology section is too general, making it difficult to understand how the results presented in Figure 1 and Table 2 were derived. Additionally, the title of the table should be placed above it. Conclusion: The conclusion incorrectly refers to antidiabetics instead of antihyperglycemic. Furthermore, there is a lack of information regarding the plant’s registration number in the national herbarium of Bangladesh.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
How did you get the results in Figure 1 and Table 2? Is this a glucose tolerance test? How did you sacrifice the animals? When? You just describe how you take the blood, we don't see that in your methodology; what do you do to get the curves in Figure 1?
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, corrects the manuscript and highlights that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)
No 
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No 
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”


I have no competing interest as a reviewer
	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	4


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback
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