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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.


	Garcinia brevis and Monodora myristica have antioxidative and haematopoietic properties that protect against finasteride-induced reproductive damage, which makes this publication significant to the scholarly community. Through their capacity to improve testicular antioxidant defense systems and restore haematological indicators, the study offers important proof of these plants' potential as a treatment for male reproductive problems linked to oxidative stress. Additionally, the observed synergistic impact of administering them together offers new information on phytotherapy and the creation of safer substitutes for the treatment of drug-induced reproductive damage.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I recommend revising the title to better reflect the research findings. A more appropriate title could be:

«Protective haematopoietic and antioxidative effects of Garcinia brevis and Monodora myristica in finasteride-induced male reproductive 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.


	Overall, the abstract of this article is well structured, scientifically sound, and communicates the key findings effectively, but it needs the following improvements:

· Please write the whole scientific names of the two studied plants in the first line of abstract (Garcinia brevis (GB) and Monodora myristica instead of G. brevis (GB) and M. myristica (MM)).
· Please mentien the number of experimental groups and the protocol of treatment (dose and duration) to improve transparency.

· The group treated with finasteride is a treated group not a nagative control, I think that the naegative control is the first group that did not receive any treatment.

· Some results (e.g., PCV, RBC, Hb, platelet count) are explained in detail, while others (e.g., GPx, GST) are mentioned more briefly. Harmonizing the level of detail across findings would strengthen coherence.
· Avoid interpretation and discussion of results in the abstract parts.
· The «synergistic effects» terms should be replaced with the «protective effect» because the authors did not evaluate the efficacy or the type of interaction betwwen the two plants extracts.
· The conclusion of this abstract should be revised to clarify the specific protective effects of the two studied plants.
· The two key words «5α-reductase and androgen-dependent disorders» are not relevants, it is suggested to use «hematological parameters and anti-oxidants effects».

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list demonstrates a balanced inclusion of both recent and foundational literature. The overall proportion of recent references (2020–2024) is commendable, but updating or replacing older sources where possible would further enhance the scientific rigor and currency of the review.


	

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


	Yes, the language/english quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications, but the authors needs to break up overly long sentences to improve readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1- / Introduction:

· The manuscript section is generally well written and communicates the scientific background clearly. 
· Botanical names are correctly introduced but should be italicized throughout (Glyphaea brevis, Monodora myristica).
2- Materials and methods

· This part misses the chemicals used in this study, please add a title «chemicals» in which you mention the used chemicals mainly fenasteride (the brand name, dose, reference, ...) 

· For experimental design, the small sample size may limit statistical power and generalizability. A justification for the chosen sample size is necessary. Also, the basis for the chosen doses of fenasteride and composite extract should be clarified. 
· Add references for the method of Extract and Finasteride Administration.
· While the study demonstrates promising hematopoietic and antioxidative effects of G. brevis and M. myristica, the lack of a phytochemical characterization of the extracts is a notable limitation. Without qualitative or quantitative phytochemical analysis (e.g., GC-MS, HPLC, or spectrophotometric assays for flavonoids, phenolics, alkaloids), it is difficult to directly link the observed biological effects to specific bioactive compounds.
· The title «Biochemical Assay Kits/Reagents» should be cleared and its content should take part in the chemicals part.
· In the «Method of Blood and Testes Collection» part, please replace liver with testes.
· Please, mention the name of the post-hoc test used for the ANOVA test.
3- Results

· The two titles of results shoulb be revised as follow:

· The title «Co-administration Effect of G Brevis and M. Myristica on some Haematological Parameters in Finasteride-Challenged Male Wistar Rats» should be replaced with «effect of G Brevis and M. Myristica co-administration on haematological parameters in male rats»
· The title «Synergistic effect of G. Brevis and M. Myristica on Some Antioxidants/Lipid peroxidation Markers in Finasteride-Challenged Male Wistar Rats» should be replaced with «effect of G Brevis and M. Myristica co-administration on Antioxidants/Lipid peroxidation Markers in male rats»
· Please do the same thing for the table and figure titles.
· Significant results in table 1 should be highlighted to be clear, and in the footnote of the table, the authors did not mention mention the meaning of letter  c.

· The results of figure 1 should be described in the paragraph of title 2 of results (effects on anti-oxidants parameters) to be clear.
4- Discussion

· While phytoconstituents are cited as responsible for the observed effects, direct mechanistic evidence (e.g., Nrf2 activation, erythropoietin stimulation) was not measured in this study. These interpretations should be presented more cautiously as hypotheses rather than definitive conclusions.
· The discussion frequently attributes the protective actions to flavonoids, alkaloids, terpenoids, or phenolic constituents, but these claims remain speculative in the absence of empirical phytochemical data from the tested extracts.
· The discussion does not acknowledge the study’s limitations. Small sample size (n=5 per group), absence of dose-response evaluation, and lack of phytochemical quantification are important caveats that could affect reproducibility and generalizability.
· The translational value of findings (from rats to humans) is not addressed. Highlighting whether doses used are physiologically relevant compared to human usage would strengthen the discussion.
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