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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 manuscript contributes valuable insights into the potential anti-diabetic and lipid-modulating effects of Ocimum sanctum extract in an alloxan-induced diabetes model. It emphasizes the significance of herbal remedies in the search for alternative, natural treatments for diabetes mellitus, a global health challenge. The study also provides preliminary data on the biochemical effects of different doses of Ocimum sanctum on liver and kidney function, paving the way for further investigations into its therapeutic efficacy and safety. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	A more appropriate title could be:
"Evaluation of the Anti-Diabetic and Biochemical Effects of Ocimum sanctum Extract in an Alloxan-Induced Rat Model"
	

	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.


	Suggestions for Improvement
1. The abstract lacks clarity in some areas and appears overly detailed in presenting statistical data. It should focus more on summarizing the broader implications of the findings.Example: The sentence about HDL, LDL, and total cholesterol being reduced but not statistically significant could be rephrased or omitted if it does not contribute to the overall conclusions.

2. The stated purpose is narrow, focusing only on anti-diabetic and lipid profile effects. Broaden it to include liver and kidney function outcomes since these are key findings in the study.

3. Suggested addition: "Additionally, the study assessed the effects of Ocimum sanctum on liver and kidney function parameters."
4. Including raw statistical values (e.g., "92.08±6.52*") in the abstract is unnecessary and makes it overly technical. These details are better suited for the results section of the manuscript.

5. Suggested revision: Replace raw values with a summary, e.g., "Significant improvements in kidney function parameters were observed at higher doses."
6. Discuss the practical significance of the findings. For example, emphasize the potential of Ocimum sanctum as an adjunct therapy for diabetes or its broader implications in herbal medicine.

7. The statement about minor decreases in HDL, LDL, and total cholesterol without statistical significance can be removed as it adds little value to the abstract.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its overall design and methodology, but there are significant areas for improvement. Addressing the points, particularly the inclusion of mechanistic insights,
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1. Issue: Inconsistent use of abbreviations, journal names, and capitalization (e.g., "Journal of Food Science and technology" instead of "Journal of Food Science and Technology").

Suggestion: Use a consistent referencing style (e.g., APA, Vancouver) and ensure capitalization matches the journal's official title.

2. Issue: References 12 and 15 are identical ("An Evaluation of Analgesic and Anti-Inflammatory Activity of Ficus racemosa in Rat Model").Suggestion: Remove one duplicate reference to avoid redundancy.

3. Issue: Reference 12 lacks complete details, such as the journal name, volume, issue, and pages.Suggestion: Provide complete citation details to ensure credibility and traceability.

4. Issue: Some references include DOIs (e.g., Reference 11), while others do not, even though DOI information is available for many.Suggestion: Include DOIs wherever applicable for consistency and easy access.

5. Issue: Variability in how author names are presented, such as initials before surnames in some cases (e.g., "FM SS") and full names in others (e.g., "Yikna BB").Suggestion: Follow a consistent format for author names (e.g., last name followed by initials).

6. Issue: Reference 3 lists "Asian Journal of Medical Principles and Clinical Practice," but the volume and page numbers appear questionable or incomplete.Suggestion: Verify and correct the journal name, volume, and page details.

7. Issue: Titles such as "Asian Journal of Advanced Research and Reports" (Reference 2) and "Asian Journal of Medical Principles and Clinical Practice" (Reference 3) may not match their actual names.Suggestion: Cross-check journal titles for accuracy.

8. Issue: Some references are outdated, such as Reference 6 ("An Overview of Statins as Hypolipidemic Drugs") from 2011, despite recent advancements in the field.Suggestion: Consider replacing older references with more recent studies, if available.

9. Issue: Some references seem tangential to the manuscript's focus on Ocimum sanctum and its anti-diabetic activity (e.g., Reference 23 on a combination therapy with Gymnema sylvestre and Momordica charantia).Suggestion: Retain only references directly relevant to the study's scope and objectives.

10. Issue: Reference 6 ("Hypolipidemic" is misspelled as "Hypolipidemic"). Similar errors are scattered throughout the references.Suggestion: Proofread the references thoroughly to correct typographical errors.

11. Issue: Abbreviations like "CCL4" (Reference 2) are not expanded or explained.Suggestion: Ensure that abbreviations are expanded at least once in the text or reference list.

12. Issue: Some authors (e.g., Chowdhury MM) are listed in multiple references, raising the possibility of an over-reliance on a limited pool of sources.Suggestion: Diversify references to include studies from a broader range of researchers and institutions.

13. Standardize Formatting: Use a referencing tool (e.g., EndNote, Mendeley) to maintain consistency.

14. Verify Accuracy: Cross-check all references against the original sources for completeness and correctness.

15. Update with Recent Literature: Include recent studies to enhance the manuscript's relevance.


	

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


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	Issues Identified in the Manuscript during review
Introduction
1. The introduction shifts between multiple topics such as diabetes, hyperlipidemia, and liver functions, making it unclear what the primary focus is.

2. While the introduction discusses the problems of synthetic drugs and the benefits of plants, it fails to establish a strong link between Ocimum sanctum and the study's goals.

3. Some aspects, like the pharmacological activities of statins and Ocimum sanctum, are repeated, leading to unnecessary length.

4. The review lacks sufficient references to prior studies on Ocimum sanctum’s effects on lipid and glucose profiles.

Materials and Methods
1. The preparation of Ocimum sanctum extract does not mention how the active compounds were quantified or standardized.

2. The choice of 300, 600, and 900 mg/kg doses lacks justification, such as references to prior studies or dose-response data.

3. The negative control group only receives saline; the manuscript does not clarify if this is sufficient to rule out confounding effects.

4. While ethical approvals are mentioned, the methods for ensuring compliance with animal welfare guidelines during procedures like euthanasia are not elaborated.

Experimental Design
1. The design includes numerous groups, but the rationale for grouping (e.g., why both alloxan and non-alloxan treatments are tested) is unclear.

2. Table 1 is confusing as some groups are named similarly (e.g., A+OS300 vs. OS300). This can lead to misinterpretation.

3. Groups without alloxan or any drug treatment are missing, making it difficult to distinguish treatment effects from baseline.

Results and Discussion
1. The manuscript mentions statistical significance but does not elaborate on post-hoc tests or effect sizes to validate findings.

2. While results are presented, there is minimal discussion comparing Ocimum sanctum’s effects to those of metformin.

3. Terms like "statistically significant" are used inconsistently. For example, lipid profile changes are said to be insignificant but still discussed at length.

4. Figure 1 and tables lack sufficient annotations to explain the findings to readers unfamiliar with the setup.

In Table 2

Data Presentation Issues
1. The statistical significance markers (*, **, ***) are not clearly linked to specific comparisons. It is unclear whether they represent comparisons with the negative control group (N), the alloxan group (A), or other groups.

2. Some parameters (e.g., SGPT, SGOT) show statistical significance, but the corresponding explanation in the manuscript is missing or inadequate.

3. The results are presented as Mean ± SEM, but the inclusion of confidence intervals would provide a clearer understanding of data variability and reliability.

4. HDL values in groups treated with Ocimum sanctum (A+OS300, A+OS600, A+OS900) remain low and are closer to the alloxan group (A), suggesting minimal improvement. However, this is not discussed or justified.

5. Similarly, LDL and triglyceride levels in Ocimum sanctum groups show limited reductions compared to the metformin group, questioning the efficacy of the treatment.

6. The table does not clarify which groups are serving as negative controls, positive controls, or experimental groups.

Experimental Design Flaws
1. The effect of Ocimum sanctum at 300, 600, and 900 mg/kg shows minimal differentiation, suggesting that dose-dependent activity is weak or poorly reported.

2. The OS300, OS600, and OS900 groups (Ocimum sanctum without alloxan) are unnecessary unless the manuscript aims to show preventive effects in healthy animals. Their inclusion creates redundancy.

3. A group treated with a standard lipid-lowering agent (e.g., statins) in addition to metformin would provide a benchmark for comparison with Ocimum sanctum.

4. The use of only one statistical test (Dunnett’s) might not sufficiently address the complexity of multiple comparisons.

Data Interpretation Flaws
1. Groups A+OS300 and A+OS600 show no significant improvement in several parameters (e.g., HDL, LDL) compared to the alloxan group. However, the manuscript discusses these results extensively without acknowledging their lack of significance.

2. The manuscript does not explore why Ocimum sanctum shows weaker effects than metformin, nor does it hypothesize mechanisms for its activity.

3. The relationship between lipid profiles (e.g., HDL, LDL) and kidney or liver function parameters (e.g., SGPT, SGOT) is not discussed, missing an opportunity to explain systemic effects.

Statistical and Analytical Problems
· A two-way ANOVA would better analyze the effects of dose and treatment group on outcomes.

· While Dunnett’s test is mentioned, details on which groups were compared are not provided, making the analysis less transparent.

· There is no mention of whether data met the assumptions for ANOVA, such as normality and homogeneity of variance.

General Issues
1. The manuscript does not attempt to correlate the results with potential human applications, such as therapeutic doses or expected outcomes.

2. Comparing OS300/600/900 to N and M100 groups adds little value, as these groups are unlikely to mimic the clinical scenario of diabetes or hyperlipidemia.

3. Key limitations, such as the lack of histopathological data to support liver/kidney function or the absence of mechanistic studies, are not acknowledged.

Recommendations to Address Issues
1. Clearly indicate the reference group for all significance markers in the table.

2. Simplify the experimental groups by removing those that do not add meaningful information (e.g., OS300, OS600, OS900 without alloxan).

3. Use more robust statistical methods, such as multivariate analysis or two-way ANOVA, and validate assumptions for ANOVA.

4. Discuss potential mechanisms for the observed effects of Ocimum sanctum and compare its efficacy with established treatments.

Estimation of Biochemical Parameters
1. There is no mention of how the assays were validated or whether calibrations were performed.

2. The manuscript does not justify why certain parameters (e.g., urea, creatinine) were prioritized over others.

General Issues
1. The manuscript does not explore or hypothesize mechanisms by which Ocimum sanctum exerts its effects.

2. Several points, such as the dosage descriptions and treatment efficacy, are repeated in multiple sections, reducing readability.

3. The manuscript does not discuss its limitations, such as the lack of human studies or potential confounders in animal models.

	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 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)


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	 
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
	


	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”


	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)
	6


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



	
	Author’s Feedback
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