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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	It presents fresh insights into the future therapeutic application of such ethnomedicinal plants in the treatment of male reproductive diseases related to oxidative stress. The research focus on synergistic effects of combinations of plant extracts provides valuable information in phytotherapy and antioxidant science. The results of the research can open the way for further studies of natural therapies for androgen-dependent diseases.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is quite apt, with a clear specification of the study's focus on the co-administration of Glyphaea brevis and Monodora myristica and their effect on finasteride-induced toxicity.
	

	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 good, describing the purposes, method, outcomes, and conclusions of the research adequately. Mentioning a short note about the study duration (28 days) would be useful to put the experimental design into perspective. Additionally, specifying the dose of G. brevis and M. myristica (50 mg/kg) would make it more understandable
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper appears to be scientifically accurate, with a well-conceived experimental protocol, appropriate biochemical and hematological tests, and sufficient statistical methods. The results are as expected for the intended purposes, and the discussion provides satisfactory explanations for the observed effects. However, the paper needs to justify why it used the 50 mg/kg dose with the extracts since this is not done in the paper.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	yes
	

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


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is good and brings convincing evidence for G. brevis and M. myristica's protective effects. The introduction can, however, better situate clinical relevance of finasteride-induced toxicity in humans. The results section could be better served by clearer representation of the figure referenced (not included in the file), perhaps by caption or description.
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