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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 manuscript is significant to the scientific community as it explores the potential ameliorative effects of Acanthus montanus on female fertility indices affected by Levonorgestrel, a commonly used contraceptive. With the increasing concerns about the long-term health effects of synthetic contraceptives on reproductive health, this study contributes to the growing body of research on plant-based alternatives that may mitigate adverse effects as plant based medicines are known to have minimal side effects. Additionally,there is need for further investigations into the safety and efficacy of Acanthus montanus as a potential therapeutic agent in reproductive health.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable but could be more precise. Suggested revision:
Ameliorative Effects of Acanthus montanus on Fertility Indices in Female Mice Exposed to Levonorgestrel.
This is because the study has alredy been done and ameliorative effect discovered. 
	

	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 abstract is comprehensive but should be more structured. Can have one or two sentences background information, It also lacks a clear justification for the study and does not highlight statistical significance properly. Suggested addition: 
Clearly state the main findings with significance levels.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Material and methods section feels inadequate, suggest editing using guided topics as indicated in the document.

The study design (completely randomized) is appropriate, but the justification for dose selection of Acanthus montanus is missing. Indicate how animals were treated following institutional animal welfare guidelines, show whether ethical clearance was sought or not.
No detailed discussion on mechanisms of action for both Levonorgestrel and Acanthus montanus. For Acanthus montanus can be put as recommendation for further exploration
Sample size considerations are unclear; power analysis should be mentioned.

Some statistical interpretations need improvement, e.g., in the correlation analysis between gestation length and survival rate.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References appear recent, however some are outdated, e.g., citations from 2011 and 2013 should be updated with recent studies.

Some citations lack full referencing details e.g number 6, 10 in the list. One cannot tell whether it’s a book, journal etc
	

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


	The manuscript contains grammatical errors and awkward phrasing in several sections.

Example: "As of present day, the global population exceeds 7.8 billion..." → Rewrite as "Currently, the global population exceeds 7.8 billion..."

Needs thorough proofreading for clarity and conciseness.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript presents an interesting study on the potential ameliorative effects of Acanthus montanus in mitigating the effects of Levonorgestrel on female fertility. However, there are areas that need improvement. The manuscript would benefit from clearer justification for the dose selection, a more structured discussion of the results, and better statistical interpretation. Suggest proofreading to correct grammatical errors and phrases to improve readability. Otherwise it’s a good study.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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 detail)
Yes Ethical approval is not explicitly mentioned for the animal experiment.

Clarify adherence to ethical guidelines for animal studies whether it was sought or not, show how animals were treated in the methodology. Can provide clearance number if it was given.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	NONE
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”


I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7.5



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



	
	Author’s Feedback
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