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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 presents a technically adequate but methodologically limited animal study.

  It contributes preliminary data on a potentially fertility-enhancing plant extract but lacks the rigor needed for firm conclusions.

  Major strengths lie in its clear experimental framework and measurable outcomes, but weaknesses include small sample size, unclear methodology, limited statistical power, and superficial discussion.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	  Lack of structure:
· The abstract does not follow a clear structure (Background, Methods, Results, Conclusion). 
  Methodological gaps:
· It fails to specify the number of groups, sample size, dose levels, or type of extract (ethanolic).

· No mention of statistical methods or the level of significance used (e.g., ANOVA, p < 0.05).

  Ambiguity in results:
· Results are described qualitatively (“improved sperm parameters”) without quantitative data (e.g., percentage increase in sperm count, hormone levels).

· Confusing phrasing: in parts of the abstract, the extract appears to impair fertility, while later sentences suggest enhancement. This inconsistency should be corrected.

  Language and grammar issues:
· Phrases like “significative increase” should be “significant increase.”

· Some sentences are too long and lack punctuation, reducing readability.


	

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sparse and outdated, with limited inclusion of recent (post-2018) research
	

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


	Needs grammatical corrections
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Experimental Design and Sample Size
· The sample size (n=4 per group) is too small to draw statistically reliable conclusions. Please justify how this number was determined and whether a power calculation was performed.

· There is no information about randomization or blinding in the experimental procedures. These should be described clearly to strengthen methodological transparency.

· The dosage rationale (250 mg/kg and 500 mg/kg) should be explained—was it based on previous toxicity or efficacy studies? Without this, it is difficult to assess whether the doses used are biologically relevant or safe.

2. Interpretation and Consistency of Results
· There appears to be inconsistency between the abstract and results—the abstract implies adverse or inhibitory effects, while the results suggest enhancement of reproductive parameters. Please clarify which interpretation is correct.

· The discussion section overstates the findings, suggesting therapeutic potential without adequate mechanistic data. The study should be framed as preliminary, pending further investigation.

· It would strengthen your discussion to address possible mechanisms (e.g., antioxidant effects, modulation of gonadotropin secretion) and compare your results with recent related studies on other medicinal plants.

3. The discussion lacks a clear acknowledgment of the study’s limitations, such as small sample size, lack of toxicity testing, and short duration of exposure.
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