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	Author’s Feedback (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 addresses a growing interest in the use of natural products for the treatment of prostate cancer, particularly through modulation of oxidative stress. The use of Annona muricata ethanol stem bark extract and its dose-dependent antioxidant activity provides important insights into phytochemical-based intervention for NMU-induced prostate malignancies. Given the increasing incidence of prostate cancer and resistance to conventional therapies, the findings may stimulate further exploration of complementary therapies in integrative oncology. The manuscript contributes to expanding knowledge on ethnopharmacology and supports the rationale for preclinical trials of natural antioxidants.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Current title: "ANTI-OXIDATIVE STRESS POTENTIALS OF ANNONA MURICATA ETHANOL STEM EXTRACT ON N-NITROSO-N-METHYLUREA (NMU) INDUCED PROSTATE CANCER IN ALBINO RATS"
· Suggestion: The title is informative but may be revised for conciseness and clarity. Suggested alternative:
“Antioxidant Effects of Annona muricata Ethanol Stem Bark Extract in NMU-Induced Prostate Cancer in Albino Rats”
· The word "potentials" is not commonly used in this context; "effects" or "activity" is more appropriate.

· The article should also consistently refer to "stem bark" rather than "stem" for scientific accuracy.
	

	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 generally comprehensive but should be more structured.

  Suggested improvements:

· Include specific numerical findings or fold changes in antioxidant enzymes or MDA to strengthen the Results section.

· Clarify the methods briefly, including extract concentration and route of administration.

· Sentence revision suggestion:
Original: “The result from this study showed a significant decrease (p ≤ 0.05) in GSH level…”
Revised: “Significant reductions in GSH, SOD, and CAT levels (p ≤ 0.05) were observed in NMU-treated rats, which were reversed upon treatment with A. muricata extract.”

  Also consider mentioning the use of finasteride as the standard comparator in the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	  Experimental Design: The design is generally acceptable. However, two points require clarification:

· The choice of dosage for the extract (250 mg/kg and 500 mg/kg) was not justified or referenced.

· No characterization or phytochemical standardization of the extract was performed (e.g., total phenolics, acetogenin content).

  Mechanistic insight is lacking. No molecular or histopathological data were included to support antioxidant findings or tumor modulation.

  The reliance on only biochemical oxidative stress markers (MDA, SOD, CAT, GSH) limits interpretability in the cancer context. Inclusion of prostate histology, PSA level, or VEGF expression (as mentioned) would strengthen the conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	  Some references are outdated (e.g., Moghadamtousi et al., 2015; WHO, 2005).

  Many are not peer-reviewed or lack proper journal formatting.

  Please consider including the following more recent and relevant references:

· Ogunwande, I. A., et al. (2021). "Antiproliferative and antioxidant activity of Annona muricata in prostate cancer models." Phytotherapy Research, https://doi.org/10.1002/ptr.6973

· Abouelela, M. E., et al. (2020). “Antioxidant and anticancer activities of Annona muricata leaves: a systematic review.” Evidence-Based Complementary and Alternative Medicine, https://doi.org/10.1155/2020/2435913
	

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


	  The language is generally understandable but requires extensive copyediting for:

· Grammar: “the animal were sacrificed” → “the animals were sacrificed”

· Wordiness: “This study was conducted to evaluate…” can be more concise.

· Scientific tone: Overuse of casual or ethnobotanical language (e.g., “the inhabitants are known for high consumption of vegetables”) detracts from scientific formality.

  Suggest submitting to professional academic editing service or proofreading tool (e.g., Grammarly, Elsevier Author Services).
	

	Optional/General comments


	  A key methodological concern is the lack of extract standardization (e.g., HPLC profiling), which is essential for reproducibility and translation to clinical contexts.

  The ethical approval was appropriately obtained, but no ARRIVE or OECD guidelines were mentioned regarding animal handling.

  Consider reducing redundancy in the discussion and separating result interpretation from literature review.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

Ethical clearance was mentioned and includes an ethics number. However, the statement: “in accordance with the highest International Criteria of Animal Experimentation of Helsinki” is inappropriate. The Helsinki Declaration pertains to human research, not animals. This must be revised to refer to proper animal welfare guidelines (e.g., OECD, NIH, or ARRIVE).
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