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this article. 
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(Please insert your comments) 
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4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2 

(Please insert your comments)  

The manuscript describes the study as “randomized, double-blind, placebo-controlled, 

open-label”, which is contradictory. 

• A trial cannot be double-blind and open-label at the same time. 

• Clarify who was blinded (participants? assessors? investigators?) and which groups 
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The third arm (drug treatment) is explicitly open-label, but it is unclear whether outcome 

assessors remained blinded. 
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Dear Authors address an important topic—evaluating a plant-based therapeutic approach for 

knee osteoarthritis pain. The manuscript is grounded in a relevant clinical context, and the idea 

of exploring a low-cost, locally available alternative treatment is particularly valuable for 

resource-limited settings. The study also demonstrates good patient retention and includes both a 

placebo and standard therapy comparison group. 

However, several major methodological and reporting issues need to be addressed before the 

manuscript can be considered for publication. 

Recommendations: Provide a clear description of the blinding strategy; Specify randomization 

method and  



Allocation concealment (sealed envelopes, central randomization, etc.) Who generated the 

sequence and who enrolled participants; Explain why paracetamol supplementation was 
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The TITLE is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 

Yes 

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objects, methods, and results. 

Yes 

There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article. 

There are some spelling mistakes such as: 

1. ...Study of the efficacity of Moringa Oleifera that should be ".....Study of the efficacy of 

Moring Oleifera.." 

2. Name of authors should be "Names of authors" 

3. Abstract and key words should be "Abstracts and keywords" 

4. ...thus, this work brings the results of .... should be "..thus, this work presents the results of...." 

5. ...Inclusion, exclusion and non-inclusion criteria... should be "Inclusion, exclusion, and non-

inclusion criteria" with punctuation 

The study METHODS are explained clearly. 

Yes 

The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 

Yes it is clear 

The CONCLUSION or summary is accurate and supported by the content. 

he conclusion presented in the article is overall accurate and consistent with the data and 

discussion provided. It effectively summarizes the therapeutic potential of Moringa oleifera roots 

in the symptomatic treatment of gonarthrosis and aligns with the study’s objectives and findings. 

However, there are minor issues related to punctuation, grammar, and sentence structure 

throughout the text that slightly affect readability. Despite these language imperfections, the 

scientific content and conclusions remain coherent, logical, and well supported by the result 

The list of REFERENCES is comprehensive and appropriate. 

Yes 

Please rate the TITLE of this paper. 
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Please rate the ABSTRACT of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Please rate the LANGUAGE of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Please rate the METHODS of this paper. 



[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Please rate the BODY of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Please rate the CONCLUSION of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Please rate the REFERENCES of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Overall Recommendation!!! 

Accepted, minor revision needed 

  

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

The manuscript presents a well-structured and relevant clinical study assessing the efficacy of 

Moringa oleifera roots in the symptomatic treatment of gonarthrosis. The objectives are clear, 

and the results are consistent with the conclusions drawn. Overall, the study is scientifically 

sound and contributes valuable data to the field of traditional and complementary medicine. 

 

However, the manuscript would benefit from a careful language revision. Minor errors in 

punctuation, grammar, and sentence structure are present throughout the text and slightly affect 

fluency and clarity. The authors are encouraged to perform a detailed proofreading or seek 

language editing support to enhance readability and ensure consistency in terminology. 

 

Despite these minor language issues, the content remains coherent, and the findings are well 

supported by the methodology and results presented. 
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