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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.


	The liver effects of two popular herbal formulations Odogwu Bitters and Goko Cleanser are examined in this publication using a controlled animal model, offering significant preliminary insights.  Since herbal treatments are becoming more and more popular worldwide, it is crucial for clinical safety and public health to comprehend how they may affect liver function.  This investigation adds important information to the fields of toxicology and ethnopharmacology by assessing important liver enzymes and histology results.  The foundation for future mechanistic research and the standardization of safety evaluations for herbal products is also laid by it.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Replace with “Biochemical assessment of hepatic function following co-administration of Odogwu Bitters and Goko Cleanser in male Wistar rats: A preliminary study”
	

	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 current summary reads more like an extended abstract and lacks the structured clarity typically expected in scientific writing. If this is intended as the abstract, it exceeds the word limit required by most journals (e.g., Springer allows 150–250 words). I recommend condensing the content into a single paragraph with a clear structure: background → objective → methods → key findings → conclusion.

Additionally, include a sentence like:
"Hepatic enzyme indices such as ALT, AST, ALP, and bilirubin levels were assessed to evaluate liver function, alongside histopathological analysis of liver tissue."
Please remove any unrelated terminology and ensure that all content directly relates to liver function. A more concise, focused abstract will improve readability and align better with journal guidelines.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound in its design and execution. The authors have selected appropriate biomarkers (ALT, AST, ALP, and bilirubin) to assess liver function and have utilized a widely accepted animal model (male Wistar rats) for hepatotoxicity studies. The methodology appears valid, and the data presentation is coherent.

However, the interpretation of results could benefit from deeper mechanistic insight, particularly with regard to oxidative stress pathways, inflammatory mediators (e.g., NF-κB, Nrf2), or apoptosis markers. Furthermore, the study would be strengthened by the inclusion of a positive control (e.g., a known hepatotoxin or hepatoprotective agent) for comparison.

In its current form, the manuscript provides preliminary but meaningful evidence on the hepatic effects of these herbal formulations. With improved discussion and contextualization of the findings, it could make a valuable contribution to the field of herbal toxicology and liver function research.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Add upto-date  references  
	

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


	Numerous grammatical and stylistic errors persist (e.g., passive overuse, incorrect verb tense, awkward phrasing). Comprehensive editing by a fluent English speaker is strongly advised.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The overall quality of the manuscript is below the standard expected for publication. While the topic is relevant and the study design has potential, there are significant weaknesses in the presentation, depth of analysis, and scientific discussion. Key areas such as mechanistic insight, data interpretation, and clarity of writing need substantial improvement.

I therefore recommend that the manuscript be accepted only after major revisions. The authors should address methodological clarity, improve the scientific rationale in the discussion, and ensure that the abstract and figures align with journal formatting standards.
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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? 


	Ethical approval is mentioned but should be more prominently displayed, including the specific approval number and adherence to animal welfare guidelines.
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