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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 (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 work adds to the expanding corpus of research on natural diabetes treatments by offering insightful information about the possible anti-glycemic and biochemical benefits of cranberries (Rubus fruticosus) in hyperglycaemic rats. Through the analysis of multiple biochemical indicators, such as lipid profiles, liver enzymes, renal function, and blood glucose levels, the study provides a thorough assessment of the metabolic effects of cranberry supplementation.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The study's primary focus is the impact of cranberries on biochemical alterations in diabetic ratsis clearly communicated by the title. The phrase "different amounts" is a little ambiguous, though. It could be more accurate if you specify the range or percentage of cranberries utilised. Blackberries, not cranberries, are referred to by the scientific name Rubus fruticosus. The genus Vaccinium macrocarpon includes cranberries. This botanical name needs to be changed if the study is really about cranberries.


	

	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 study's primary findings, methods, research purpose, and conclusions are all well-explained in the abstract. Nonetheless, there are a few areas that could use improvement to increase precision, thoroughness, and clarity.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Proposed improvements:

1. Clarification of the research objective: The objective was clearly stated, but it would be more precise if the biochemical parameters studied (such as blood glucose levels, lipid profile, liver enzymes, and kidney functions) were mentioned

2. Clearly determining the concentrations of cranberries: The summary refers to the use of "different amounts" of cranberries, but it does not specify the proportions used (7% and 9%), so adding them would enhance clarity.
3. Improving the presentation of results: The summary indicates significant differences in glucose levels, but it does not highlight the most important results in an organized manner
4. Enhancing the conclusion's wording: The conclusion needs to be more accurate in highlighting the importance of the findings and possible uses.

The summary is comprehensive but needs more clarity, precision, and specificity. It can be improved by adding details about the concentrations of cranberries and the key biochemical results, while removing unnecessary details to enhance its effectiveness.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	How adequate it is:
 
Numerous references that address many facets of the study, including diabetes, cranberry supplements, biochemical indicators, and metabolic impacts, are included in the research.Citing the primary biochemical techniques, statistical techniques, and earlier studies on the effects of blueberries on diabetes, these references give the study a solid scientific basis. 
Relevance and modernity of the references: The study is founded on current research, as evidenced by the large number of recent references (from 2018 to 2023). 

Nonetheless, some of the earliest mentions date from 1940 to 1970 (e.g., Hegsted et al., 1941; Chapman et al., 1959; Schermer, 1967). The study's credibility will be increased by substituting or supplementing these references with more recent ones, even though they could be methodologically basic.

	

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


	The language used in the research is good and generally comprehensible.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Nothing
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details)
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