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PART 1
	
	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 manuscript addresses oxidative stress–induced retinal damage in diabetic complications.
It evaluates the antioxidant potential of Azadirachta indica, a cost-effective medicinal plant. The findings add valuable evidence supporting plant-based therapies for diabetic retinopathy.
	


PART  2
	

	
	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
	The title is clear but should ensure scientific names like "Azadirachta indica" are italicized throughout the document.

Rating Scale: 4


	

	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
	Well-structured but minor grammar issues.

The term "µg/kg" for Metformin seems unusually low (typically mg/kg in rat models); the authors should verify if this is a typo.
Rating Scale: 4


	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Relevant
Rating Scale: 4


	

	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
	Good but slightly repetitive sentences in Introduction.
Rating Scale: 4


	

	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
	Yes. Clearly stated
Rating Scale: 4


	

	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
	Adequate but not fully up-to-date in some areas.
Rating Scale: 3


	

	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
	Major Issues:

1. Sample Size Confusion

In Abstract: n = 5
But in, Methods: n = 8
→ Must be consistent

2. Metformin Dose Error

Reported as 7 µg/kg
→ Likely incorrect (should be mg/kg)
→ Scientifically unrealistic

3. Dose Justification Missing

No rationale for 200 & 400 mg/kg doses

4. Randomization Details Incomplete

No explanation of randomization method

Rating Scale: 3
	

	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
	Committee mentioned but:

No approval number and no institutional details

Rating Scale: 4


	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes. But some Data Issues

1.Statistical reporting inconsistent:

Use of P = .01, P = .02 instead of standard 

P < 0.05

2.Some claims:

“No significant differences” but not supported with exact values

Rating Scale: 4


	

	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
	Figure 1: Not clearly described

Rating Scale: 3


	

	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
	The discussion shows good linkage with existing literature and attempts a mechanistic explanation; however, it is overly lengthy, contains repetitive statements, and includes speculative pathways (e.g., Nrf2) without experimental validation.
Rating Scale: 4
	

	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
	Yes. Supported by data.
Rating Scale: 4


	

	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
	The manuscript fails to clearly state limitations, such as:

1.Small sample size

2.Short duration (21 days)

3.Lack of histopathology

4.No molecular analysis

Rating Scale: 2



	

	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
	The references generally follow a standard format (APA-like), but there are inconsistencies:
1. Some DOIs are provided while others are missing

2. Journal names are sometimes abbreviated and sometimes full (e.g., Biochimica et Biophysica Acta vs J. Pharmacol. Sci.)
3. Ensure all authors are listed or "et al." is used consistently after a certain number of authors as per journal guidelines.
Rating Scale: 3
	

	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
	There are minor punctuation inconsistencies, such as missing commas after introductory phrases (e.g., "In the present study..."), repeated sentences and improper spacing.
Examples:

1.“oxidative stress a state of imbalance…” → Missing punctuation

2.“hexosamine pathway.” → incomplete sentence structure

3.“However, despite these promising findings…” → repeated twice

4.“Mizuno etal.” → should be “et al.”

5.“J. biol. Chem” → incorrect capitalization

Rating Scale: 2.
	


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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	1.The authors should provide higher-resolution images of any histological sections (if available) and ensure all statistical symbols (P-values) are reported consistently (e.g., using P < .05 throughout).

2. Clarify the Metformin dosage immediately, as 7 µg/kg is likely a decimal or unit error.

The manuscript addresses a relevant topic but suffers from methodological inconsistencies, language issues, and formatting errors. While the experimental findings are promising, the current version is not suitable for publication without major revision.

	


PART  3: 

	

	
	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)
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