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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 study addresses an important experimental question by investigating the combined effects of Vernonia amygdalina and Tamarindus indica in a letrozole/HF-HFr diet-induced PMOS rat model. The simultaneous assessment of gonadotropins, testosterone, SHBG, progesterone, estradiol, prolactin, and estrous cyclicity provides a relatively comprehensive evaluation of reproductive endocrine alterations. The comparison of monotherapy, different combination doses, and standard treatment adds value for understanding dose-dependent responses. The study may provide a useful preclinical basis for further mechanistic investigation of these medicinal plants in PCOS/PMOS-related reproductive dysfunction.

	



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
	4/5 
Clear and reflects the main experimental question; terminology should be standardized.
	

	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
	4/5 
Provides objective, design, methods, major results and conclusion; should avoid implying proven synergy.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4/5 
Relevant; consider including “PCOS” if permitted and standard terminology is preferred.
	

	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 
Logical rationale and good justification for the combination; some statements need tighter support.
	

	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
	5/5
Aim & objectives are clearly stated and consistent with the experimental design.
	

	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
	4/5
Generally current and relevant, although some mechanistic assertions require stronger supporting references.
	

	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
	4/5
Appropriate animal model and treatment groups; formal synergy analysis and additional methodological details would strengthen the study.
	

	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
	5/5
Yes 
Animal procedures are described having  ethics committee approval number/statement.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 4/5
Results are systematically presented across     hormonal and cytological endpoints; statistical significance should be consistently reported
	

	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


	4/5
Figures appear relevant; individual animal data and exact statistical comparisons would improve transparency.
	

	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
	4/5
Well connected to previous studies, but some mechanistic interpretations are stronger than the measured data permit.
	

	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
	3/5
Generally supported, but “synergy,” “optimal therapeutic dose,” and confirmed ovulation should be stated more cautiously.
	

	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
	5/5
Important limitations, including absence of formal synergy analysis and mechanistic investigations, are appropriately acknowledged.
	

	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
	4/5
Broadly relevant and includes recent literature; references should be checked for consistency and direct support of individual claims.
	

	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
	3/5
Scientifically understandable but requires substantial language, grammar, spacing, terminology, and formatting correction.
	




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 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	YES 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO, minor-to-major revision required:
Main points for correction:
· Synergy has not been formally demonstrated; comparative group responses alone do not establish synergy. 
· “Restored progesterone therefore means ovulation occurred” is too strong without direct evidence of ovulation/corpus luteum formation. 
· The proposed mechanisms involving aromatase, GnRH pulsatility, receptor interactions and phytochemical antagonism are largely hypothetical and should be clearly labelled as such. 
· Statistical reporting should include exact P values and clearly identify significant pairwise comparisons. 
· The statement regarding “mean ± SEM of four replicate determinations” needs clarification because the experimental unit appears to be six animals/group. 

	

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

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

	YES, with minor revision:
The reference base is generally adequate, but references should be checked to ensure that every mechanistic claim is directly supported and that recent authoritative PCOS/animal-model literature is appropriately incorporated.

	

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

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

	No
The manuscript provides an institutional ethical approval number (LCU-REC/25/187) and states compliance with institutional animal-care procedures and the NIH Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals. No major ethical concerns are apparent from the information provided. Minor clarification of animal welfare procedures, if required by the journal, may be considered.
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