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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.


	The manuscript investigates the effects of methanol root extract of Newbouldia laevis on lipid profile and cardiac histology in rats. This is relevant to the scientific community because:

1. It evaluates the cardiovascular safety of a medicinal plant commonly used in folk medicine for antimalarial and other therapeutic purposes.

2. It highlights dose-dependent adverse effects, which are crucial for establishing safe therapeutic windows.

3. It adds to the pharmacological and toxicological literature on medicinal plants, supporting evidence-based use.

4. The findings may guide future drug development and raise awareness of possible cardiometabolic risks associated with high-dose herbal extracts.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and concise. An alternative suggestion could be: “Dose-dependent lipid profile alterations and cardiac histopathology induced by methanol root extract of Newbouldia laevis 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 is generally comprehensive. However, it would benefit from a clearer statement of study design (number of animals per group) and a more concise conclusion emphasizing safe versus unsafe doses.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the experimental design is sound (graded doses, control, biochemical assays, histology, statistical analysis). Results are consistent and well interpreted. However:

· The discussion could be shortened to avoid redundancy.

· Ethical clearance should be explicitly mentioned, even if “not applicable,” since animal experiments require approval.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most references are relevant and up to date (2010–2023). A few citations (e.g., WHO, CDC) are correctly used. However, some citations are “in press” (Obika et al., 2025a/b), which may need clarification or replacement with published sources if available.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable but needs moderate editing for grammar, tense consistency, and clarity (e.g., “Maria is though commonly characterized…” should be revised to “Malaria is commonly characterized…”).
	

	Optional/General comments


	  Figures and tables are informative, but legends should be more concise.

  The introduction is lengthy and could be streamlined.

  Repetition in the results/discussion sections should be minimized.
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