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	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 provides valuable insights into the potential therapeutic role of "Psidium guajava" (guava) leaf extract in mitigating lead-induced endocrine disruption and reproductive toxicity. Given the increasing global concern over environmental pollutants such as lead and their impact on male fertility, this study addresses an important public health issue. The findings contribute to the growing body of evidence supporting the use of natural antioxidants in restoring hormonal balance and improving reproductive parameters. By exploring both biochemical and histological outcomes, this work offers a comprehensive understanding that could inform future translational or clinical research in toxicology and reproductive health.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title:

"Exploring the Therapeutic Potential of Psidium guajava (Guava) Leaf Extract on Testosterone, Luteinizing Hormone, and Follicle Stimulating Hormone in Lead Acetate-Induced Endocrine Disrupted Male Albino Rats"

is informative but overly long. It includes too many details, which may reduce its clarity and impact. A more concise and focused title would improve readability and attract more attention from readers.

Suggested Alternative Title:

"Therapeutic Effects of Psidium guajava Leaf Extract on Hormonal and Reproductive Alterations in Lead-Induced Male Endocrine Disruption in Rats"
	

	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 of the manuscript is generally comprehensive in terms of structure and content. It includes the objective, methodology, key results, and a conclusion. However, it is overly detailed, dense, and repetitive, which affects clarity and readability.

1. Too much detail for an abstract:

Listing concentrations of all phytochemicals (e.g., flavonoids, saponins, etc.) is excessive. Over-reporting numerical results for each group makes the abstract hard to follow.

2. Repetitive structure:

The phrases “significantly higher/lower compared to…” are repeated too frequently, making the text monotonous.

3. Missing clarity in conclusion:

The conclusion should more clearly emphasize the main contribution or implication for science or health.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is broadly scientifically correct, with appropriate methodology and outcome measures. However, the following are needed to improve scientific validity:

1. Clearer interpretation of hormonal feedback.

2. Discussion of biological relevance, not just statistical significance.

3. Strengthening histological and mechanistic claims.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are generally adequate, but there are a few important observations and suggestions to improve the depth, credibility, and recency of the literature support

Recommendation:

1. Retain some region-specific references but balance them with globally recognized studies.

2. Replace less impactful or repetitive citations with higher-quality, peer-reviewed sources from international journals. 

3. Include at least one systematic review to anchor the justification of using guava leaf extract or phytotherapeutics.
	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is not yet suitable for scholarly communication in its current form. While the general meaning can be understood, there are numerous grammatical errors, redundancies, awkward phrasings, and inconsistent terminology that hinder readability and reduce the professional tone expected in peer-reviewed journals.
Examples:

“More so, testosterone results indicated…” → “Moreover, the testosterone levels showed…”

“Measurable sperm parameters indicated significantly higher active motility…” → Clunky; better: “Sperm motility was significantly higher…”
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