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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 offers important experimental support for using Hibiscus sabdariffa to manage female fertility. It adds to the increasing scientific evidence for the medicinal potential of African plants, especially their estrogen-like effects. By pinpointing a specific biological action and proposing a possible mechanism, this work sets a key groundwork for future studies. These studies may help create new, affordable, and natural therapies for reproductive health issues.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is acceptable
	

	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 fairly complete but could be much better. It touches on the main points but misses important details and ends with a vague conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The data on organ weights and histology seem to be collected with care and suggest some biological activity. However, a significant error in interpreting the estrous cycle data, the inflated conclusions, and the missing ethical approval make the manuscript unsound as it is. The science needs to be re-evaluated, and the text requires a thorough revision to address these basic issues before it can be considered for publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	several references are outdated and should be updated with more recent literature to strengthen the manuscript's credibility.
	

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


	need improvements
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a pharmacological study examining the effects of an aqueous extract of Hibiscus sabdariffa calyces on female fertility in rats. This topic is important, especially in the context of traditional medicine. The experimental design is solid, using multiple doses and assessing various parameters such as the estrous cycle, organ weight, and histology. However, the manuscript has major language errors, structural issues, and serious flaws in data interpretation that currently prevent its publication. With extensive revisions, it could become a valuable contribution. Please consider the following points:

1: The word "administered" is consistently misspelled as "abwinistered" throughout the text. This is a highly unprofessional error.

2: In Table 3, the header "Percentage of spleens blocked in estrus" is a critical mistake. It is assumed the authors meant "animals" or "rats." This error can cause severe confusion for any reviewer.

3: The English requires comprehensive editing by a native speaker or a professional service. Sentences are often awkwardly constructed and lack academic fluency.

4: The text refers to "Figure 2" for the estrous cycle graph, but its caption is "Fig. 1."

5: References to histology images are unclear. For example, "Figure 3," "Figure 4/A2," and "9/A3" can be confusing.

6: A table in the results is called "Table 2" in the text but lacks a title identifying it as such.

7: The introduction concludes with an erroneous objective: "...evaluate the fertilizing potential... on the spleen." This is a fundamental mistake, as the study clearly focuses on reproductive organs, not the spleen. This immediately damages the authors' credibility.

8: There is no mention of approval from an Institutional Animal Ethics Committee or compliance with international guidelines, such as the NIH Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals. This is a common and often necessary requirement for publication in respected journals.

9: Although the extraction method is described, there is no data on the extraction yield or basic phytochemical screening to confirm the presence of the proposed active compounds, like flavonoids and alkaloids. This limits the reproducibility of the study.

10: The authors interpret the 100% blockage in the estrous phase at 250 mg/kg as fertility-enhancing, but prolonged estrus often indicates anovulation or hormonal disruption. Since a normal fertile cycle requires regular phase transitions, this finding warrants critical discussion specifically, whether it reflects a therapeutic benefit or a toxicological disturbance.

11: The discussion mostly describes the results without offering detailed insights. It relies on the general term "phytoestrogens" and does not connect specific histological and cyclical changes to possible molecular pathways or receptor interactions.

12: The study would be much stronger if it included a positive control group, such as one treated with a known estrogen like 17β-estradiol. This would allow for comparing the extract's effects to a standard.

13: The conclusion that the extract has a "fertilizing action" is too strong. The data show that it has estrogenic and ovulation-stimulating effects, but actual fertility was not tested. For example, mating trials were not done to confirm pregnancy rates. The conclusion should be toned down to indicate that the extract shows promising pro-fertility effects by creating a supportive uterine environment and stimulating folliculogenesis.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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