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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 manuscript delivers important in vivo insights into Hibiscus cannabinus aqueous extract's efficacy against benzene-induced chronic lymphocytic leukemia in rats, restoring key antioxidants (SOD, CAT, GPx, GSH) and hematological parameters disrupted by oxidative stress. Dose-dependent improvements in blood morphology and reduced leukemic infiltration highlight kenaf's potential as a safer adjunct to chemotherapeutics like doxorubicin, aligning with its ethnomedicinal use in Africa. Amid leukemia's rising global incidence, these Nigeria-based findings promote accessible phytotherapies for underserved regions. The study thus strengthens oncology research by linking plant polyphenols to anti-leukemic mechanisms, calling for advanced validation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it’s.
	

	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 provides a reasonable overview of the study's background, aim, methods, results, and conclusion, adequately summarizing the key findings on Hibiscus cannabinus extract's anti-leukemic effects in a benzene-induced rat model. However, it lacks precision and structure, with grammatical errors (e.g., "supplimentation," "raulaux," inconsistent species reference as "mice" vs. "rats"), unclear dosing (mg vs. mg/kg), and insufficient quantitative results details, which could be strengthened for better clarity and impact. I suggest adding specific statistical outcomes (e.g., "SOD, CAT, GPx, and GSH increased significantly, p<0.05, in a dose-dependent manner") and clarifying the experimental design (e.g., group sizes, treatment duration), while deleting redundant phrasing like repeated disease descriptions to keep it under 250 words. A restructured version following IMRaD (Introduction, Methods, Results, and Discussion) would enhance readability and adherence to standard journal guidelines.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound overall, employing a valid benzene-induced rat model, standard antioxidant assays, and hematological analyses consistent with phytopharmacology norms, with dose-dependent improvements supporting Hibiscus cannabinus extract's anti-leukemic potential. However, methodological issues include unconventional intravenous benzene dosing for CLL (chronic exposure typically uses oral/inhalation), absence of molecular CLL confirmation (e.g., B-cell markers), and inconsistent antioxidant results lacking mechanistic depth. Statistical methods are appropriate but need effect sizes; minor inconsistencies like "rats" vs. "mice" require correction. Refinements in these areas would strengthen its preclinical validity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are moderately sufficient, covering key aspects of leukemia epidemiology, benzene toxicity, Hibiscus cannabinus phytochemistry, and antioxidant mechanisms, with several recent citations from 2020–2025 that support the study's ethnopharmacological context. However, they lack depth in directly comparable anti-leukemic studies using kenaf or similar models, and some older sources (e.g., 1962, 2011) dilute recency while missing 2024–2026 works on plant-based CLL interventions. I suggest adding these recent references to strengthen validation of the benzene model, antioxidant assays, and kenaf's cytotoxicity:​

· Arikpo et al. (2025) on Hibiscus sabdariffa seeds' anti-leukemic efficacy, paralleling kenaf's mechanisms.​

· Duan et al. (2024) on kenaf leaf antioxidants, relevant to dose-dependent modulation.​

· Intratumoral Hibiscus anthocyanins study (2025), showing synergy with doxorubicin in leukemia-like models.
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	Yes, it’s.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a promising preclinical investigation into Hibiscus cannabinus extract's anti-leukemic potential, with strengths in its practical rat model and comprehensive antioxidant/hematological profiling. Key areas for improvement include grammatical polishing throughout (e.g., typos like "raulaux," "supplimentation," inconsistent "rats/mice"), clearer dosing units (mg/kg), and more robust CLL validation via flow cytometry or bone marrow smears to confirm B-cell clonality. Figures and tables are informative but would benefit from legends specifying statistical symbols and error bars; the discussion could better integrate contradictory antioxidant trends (e.g., elevated CAT/GSH vs. depressed SOD/GPx) with mechanistic hypotheses tied to kenaf polyphenols. Overall, these revisions would elevate the work to publication-ready status in a phytotherapy journal, aligning with the authors' Nigerian context for ethnomedicinal relevance.

The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, spelling mistakes, and inconsistencies that compromise its readability and professionalism.​

Major Issues Identified:

· Spelling : "raulaux" (likely "Rouleaux"), "supplimentation" (should be "supplementation"), "haematopoeitic" vs. "hematopoietic" inconsistency

· Subject-verb agreement: "induction was carry out" → "was carried out"; "rats were dividedinto" → "divided into"

· Species confusion: Repeatedly alternates between "rats" and "mice" despite using rats throughout

· Awkward phrasing: "proven its antileukemic potentials" → "proving its anti-leukemic potential"; "in appropriate mice" → "in all treated groups"

· Punctuation: Missing spaces before p-values ("p0.05" → "p<0.05"), inconsistent figure legends

· Terminology: "nymph nodes" → "lymph nodes"; "hemo-globin" → "hemoglobin
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