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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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 paper addresses the effects of whole Gongronema latifolium leaves incorporated into diet on hematological and basic hepato‑renal biochemical parameters in Wistar rats fed a high potato starch diet, a plant widely used as food and traditional medicine in West Africa. This topic is relevant because Gongronema latifolium is increasingly promoted for glycemic control and organ protection, yet dose‑related safety data for whole-leaf dietary intake remain limited. The study provides data on hemoglobin, packed cell volume, ALT, AST, urea, and creatinine, which may be useful as preliminary safety and efficacy indicators in a dietary context. However, the absence of histopathology, detailed clinical observations, and broader panels of biomarkers limits the translational impact, and methodological detail needs strengthening before firm conclusions can be drawn.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	3; title is long can be made more precise.
	

	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
	3; Statements are not statistically advocated, and limitations are not discussed.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	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
	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
	3; The aim can be inferred (to evaluate effects of whole G. latifolium leaves on selected haematological, hepatic, and renal parameters in starch‑fed rats), but explicit primary objectives and any prior hypotheses are not clearly articulated in a separate sentence.
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3; Use of multiple dietary groups, positive and negative controls, and two time points is appropriate; however, critical experimental details (randomization procedure, sex and weight of animals, sample size justification, blinding, housing and environmental conditions) and ethical approval details are insufficiently described
	

	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
	2; There is no explicit statement of institutional animal ethics committee approval, approval number, or adherence to national/ international animal welfare guidelines, which is essential for animal studies.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3; Tables report mean ± SD and time‑point data for each group, but there are inconsistencies between text and tables (e.g., units, percentages vs U/L), and statistical comparisons are mentioned in the text without clear indication of which group differences were tested and how p values were derived.
	

	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


	4
	

	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
	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
	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, can be improved and concise.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, the abstract covers background, study design, main numerical findings, and a cautious conclusion, but it does not clearly specify the primary objective or the statistical approach (e.g., ANOVA, post‑hoc tests) and does not mention key limitations such as absence of histology. I suggest explicitly stating the main objective, briefly noting the statistical method used, clarifying which comparisons reached significance, and adding one sentence acknowledging that only selected parameters were assessed over four weeks
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, Overall, the study design and measurements are in line with standard toxicology and nutritional intervention approaches, but several scientific and reporting issues should be addressed:

Clearly specify animal sex, baseline weights, age range, housing conditions, and randomization procedure.

Provide details of diet formulation (including energy content and whether the diets are isocaloric) and how potato starch and G. latifolium percentages were calculated (by weight).

Clarify the rationale for sample size (n per group per time point) and whether the same animals were followed longitudinally or different subsets were sampled at weeks 2 and 4.

Describe statistical methods in more detail: type of tests used (e.g., one‑way or two‑way ANOVA), post‑hoc tests, handling of repeated measurements, and exact p values where possible.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	Yes, but please make changes as above said.
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