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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.


	This manuscript is important for the scientific community because it provides new experimental evidence on the estrogenic and fertility-modulating potential of Hibiscus sabdariffa, a plant widely used in traditional medicine but still insufficiently studied in controlled laboratory settings. By demonstrating its effects on the estrous cycle, ovarian folliculogenesis, and uterine morphology, the study contributes valuable data that may help clarify the biological mechanisms behind its reputed fertility-enhancing properties. These findings also open avenues for further pharmacological and toxicological investigations, particularly regarding the safety, optimal dosing, and potential clinical applications of H. sabdariffa extracts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally understandable and reflects the main focus of the study, but it can be improved for clarity, scientific tone, and accuracy. We suggest the following title: “Estrogenic and Reproductive Effects of Hibiscus sabdariffa Calyx Aqueous Extract in Female Wistar 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, but it would benefit from removing broad introductory statements that are not directly related to the experimental objective. Important mechanistic details, such as the estrogenic implications of the observed changes, could be stated more clearly to strengthen the conclusions. Additionally, the results section could be streamlined by removing minor or vague observations to focus on the most significant findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design is appropriate, including control and treatment groups, proper dosing, and systematic monitoring of the estrous cycle. Methods for vaginal smears, histology, and statistical analysis are standard and correctly applied. The results are clearly presented and interpreted in line with current knowledge on phytoestrogens and estrogenic effects.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are adequate for supporting the background, methodology, and discussion, covering both classical and recent studies on infertility, vaginal cytology, phytoestrogens, and Hibiscus sabdariffa. Many references are from the 2000s and 2010s, which is reasonable for foundational studies. However, some references are slightly older, and there could be more recent studies (from 2020–2025) on Hibiscus sabdariffa reproductive effects, phytoestrogen mechanisms, or estrogenic activity in rodents to strengthen the manuscript’s currency. Adding a few up-to-date sources would improve the scientific relevance and demonstrate that the work aligns with current research trends.
We suggest including additional references, such as recent pharmacological studies on Hibiscus sabdariffa and its bioactive compounds, current reviews on phytoestrogens and female reproductive physiology, and updated guidelines or reviews on the use of animal models for reproductive toxicity and fertility studies, to strengthen the scientific relevance and currency of the manuscript.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable and communicates the scientific content, but the language and English quality require improvement for scientific publication. Some sentences are repetitive, slightly awkward, or contain minor grammatical errors (for example: “abwinistered” instead of “administered,” “Hormon” instead of “Hormone”). Scientific terms are sometimes inconsistently used, and phrasing could be more concise and precise to enhance clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	To improve the quality of the manuscript, we suggest some minor revisions: 

1. The abstract is generally informative but could be improved by removing broad statements, emphasizing key results, and explicitly mentioning the estrogenic mechanism.
2. The manuscript is generally well-structured, with clear sections for Introduction, Methods, Results, and Discussion. Tables and figures effectively support the findings, although some figure legends could be more detailed (for example, Figure 2 showing micrographs of reproductive organs could specify what each panel demonstrates regarding treatment effects, such as “A2: ovary of rat treated with 250 mg/kg extract showing increased number of secondary follicles compared to control,” and include consistent magnification and labeling of structures).
3. Some terminology could be more precise (for example, “slight increase” or “slight reduction” in histological features).
4. The manuscript requires language editing for grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and consistent scientific terminology. Some repetitive sentences could be condensed for better readability.
5. The references are sufficient but could be strengthened with more recent studies (2020–2025) on Hibiscus sabdariffa, phytoestrogens, and reproductive models.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	The manuscript involves the use of albino female rats for experimental treatment and sacrifice, which raises ethical considerations. However, the manuscript does not mention approval from an institutional animal care and use committee (IACUC) or equivalent ethical body, nor does it describe measures to minimize animal suffering. To address this, the authors should clearly state:

· That the study was approved by an ethical committee or institutional review board.

· That all procedures followed internationally accepted guidelines for the care and use of laboratory animals.

· Methods used to minimize pain or distress during handling, treatment, and sacrifice.

Without this information, the manuscript may be considered ethically incomplete, even if the experimental procedures themselves are standard.
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