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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.
	The manuscript investigates the effects of aqueous and ethanol leaf extracts of Chromolaena odorata on body weight, biochemical and haematological parameters, and the histopathology of the liver, heart and kidneys in Wistar albino rats. The topic is relevant to medicinal plant toxicology and the safety assessment of herbal preparations. The inclusion of biochemical measurements, blood indices and histological observations is a strength. However, serious concerns about animal mortality, experimental reporting, statistical analysis, inconsistencies between tables and narrative, and interpretation of results substantially weaken the conclusions. These issues are particularly important because the authors report mortality in several treatment groups during the experiment. The manuscript requires more than language editing. The authors should clarify the experimental record, provide a transparent account of animal deaths and exclusions, verify the raw data and statistical analyses, and revise conclusions that are not supported by the evidence.
	



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
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	NA
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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


	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	NA
	

	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
	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
	2
	




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.

	Consider shortening the title and using consistent scientific terminology. For example: Toxicological Effects of Aqueous and Ethanolic Leaf Extracts of Chromolaena odorata in Wistar Rats.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Report the actual number of animals that survived to the endpoint and distinguish mortality observations from biochemical findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Animal mortality and ethical concerns
The most serious concern is the reported mortality of the experimental animals. In the Results section, the authors state that rats in Groups B, C and E died after approximately three weeks of treatment, with the deaths occurring within two days. This corresponds to three treatment groups receiving 50 or 100 mg/kg body weight of the extracts. The reported mortality at relatively low doses raises substantial concerns regarding toxicity, animal welfare and the interpretation of the experiment.
Inconsistencies in the experimental design
The manuscript states that 35 rats were divided into seven groups of five animals each. Groups B, C and D received aqueous extract, while Groups E, F and G received ethanol extract. However, the treatment groups are not consistently described throughout the manuscript. 
Inadequate reporting of sample size and statistical analysis
The Methods section states that results were expressed as mean ± SEM, whereas the tables describe the values as mean ± SEM of duplicate determinations. The experimental design, however, specifies five rats per group.  This raises an important question: were the reported means calculated from individual animals, duplicate laboratory measurements, or both?
The biochemical results are interpreted incorrectly
The authors interpret decreases in ALT, AST and ALP as potentially beneficial effects on liver function. However, the study also reports liver necrosis and inflammation in treated animals.  A decrease in circulating liver enzymes does not necessarily demonstrate improved liver function or protection from injury. The interpretation must consider the histopathological findings and other relevant indicators. Similarly, increased HDL-C is presented as evidence of antihypertensive and cardiovascular benefits, but no blood pressure measurements or direct cardiovascular functional assessments are reported.
Histopathological evidence needs stronger documentation
The manuscript reports liver necrosis and inflammation, congested blood in the heart, inflammatory cell infiltration, and widening of the proximal and distal convoluted tubules in the kidneys. However, the histological evidence is mainly presented as qualitative observations.  The photomicrographs on pages 14–16 show the reported animal reactions and tissue sections. However, the presentation would benefit from clearer image quality, consistent labelling and a more systematic evaluation of tissue injury.
Conclusions about toxicity exceed the available evidence
The authors conclude that the extracts cause organ abnormalities, particularly at higher doses and with prolonged exposure. However, mortality was also reported in groups receiving lower doses. The current discussion does not adequately reconcile these observations. 
Extraction methodology is insufficiently reproducible
The authors describe macerating 300 g of leaf powder in 1,500 mL of distilled water or 70% ethanol for 24 hours, followed by filtration, concentration at 65°C and reconstitution in phosphate-buffered saline.  However, the final extract yield, extraction efficiency and chemical composition are not reported.
Important methodological details are missing
The study reports blood collection by cardiac puncture for biochemical analysis and ocular puncture for haematological analysis.  The manuscript should clarify the sequence of blood collection, anaesthesia, euthanasia and organ harvesting, especially in relation to the animal ethics approval and the animals that died before the planned endpoint. The authors should also specify the exact age of the animals, housing density, light–dark cycle, acclimatization procedures, clinical monitoring and any fasting conditions before blood collection.
Language, terminology and presentation require extensive editing
The manuscript contains grammatical errors, inconsistent abbreviations, typographical mistakes and inconsistent scientific notation. Examples include inconsistent spellings of Chromolaena odorata, inconsistent use of “haematological” and “hematological,” and incorrect or inconsistent expressions of dose units.
	

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

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

	Check spelling of author names, year of publication, journal titles, page ranges and DOI formatting.
	

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

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

	NO
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