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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.


	This study provides compelling experimental evidence supporting the cardioprotective and hypolipidemic potential of Vitex doniana against gentamicin-induced cardiac toxicity—a clinically relevant but underexplored area. Given the widespread use of gentamicin and its associated cardiotoxic risks, identifying natural, plant-based adjuvants with antioxidant and lipid-modulating properties could inform safer therapeutic strategies. The dose-dependent efficacy of the methanolic extract, particularly at 400 mg/kg, and its superiority over silymarin in reducing VLDL-c highlight its pharmacological promise. This work bridges traditional medicine and modern pharmacology, offering a foundation for future phytochemical and clinical investigations.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the study’s objectives and model. However, for improved readability and conciseness, a minor refinement could be considered:
Suggested alternative: "Cardioprotective and Hypolipidemic Effects of Methanolic Stem Bark Extract of Vitex doniana Against Gentamicin-Induced Myocardial Injury and Dyslipidaemia in 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 well-structured and covers key elements: background, methods, major results, and conclusion. However, it could be strengthened by briefly mentioning the mechanistic implication (e.g., “likely mediated through antioxidant and anti-inflammatory phytoconstituents”) and specifying that silymarin was used as a positive control. Also, stating the duration of treatment (12 days) would enhance methodological clarity.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the methodology is sound, with appropriate animal grouping, dosing, biochemical assays based on established protocols, and histopathological validation. Statistical analysis is properly applied (ANOVA with post-hoc test), and results align logically with conclusions. One minor concern: the reported total cholesterol values (e.g., ~46–64 mmol/L) appear unusually high for rats—typical serum TC in rats ranges from 1.5 to 3.5 mmol/L. This suggests a possible unit error (perhaps values are in mg/dL but labeled as mmol/L). Clarification or correction of units is essential for scientific accuracy.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant and include recent publications up to 2025 (though some may be ahead of actual publication dates, possibly in press). However, inclusion of foundational papers on gentamicin cardiotoxicity mechanisms (e.g., studies on ROS generation, mitochondrial dysfunction) and more detailed phytochemical characterization of V. doniana would strengthen the background.
	

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


	The language is mostly clear and appropriate for scientific discourse, but several grammatical, typographical, and stylistic issues are present (e.g., “intraperitonaelly”, “Gtroup”, “sylimarin”, inconsistent spacing around punctuation, missing articles). Some sentences are awkwardly phrased (“This results demonstrates…”). A thorough professional proofreading is recommended to meet journal standards.
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