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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 examines the effects of the methanolic extract of Sclerocarya birrea on blood and biochemical parameters in a benzene-induced leukemia mouse model. The study aims to evaluate whether this medicinal plant extract can reduce benzene-related blood toxicity. This topic is relevant to immunology and experimental oncology. The findings provide preliminary in vivo evidence suggesting that plant-derived compounds may have therapeutic potential in managing leukemia-associated biochemical changes. However, several methodological details need clarification, and statistical analysis requires correction to improve the scientific strength of the study.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The term ‘In-vivo’ should be written as ‘in vivo.’ Additionally, ‘Leukemia Mice Model’ is grammatically incorrect and should be revised (example leukemia mouse model or mouse model of leukemia)
	

	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.

	1. The objective and experimental approach are clearly stated.
2. The manuscript refers to “leukemic rats,” whereas the experimental model uses mice. This inconsistency should be corrected throughout the manuscript.
3. The manuscript states that a “major limitation was large sample size”; however, the reported sample size (n = 5/ group) is relatively small. This statement should be revised for accuracy.
4. The phrase “compared favorably” is imprecise and lacks supporting numerical data and statistical values. Specific results with corresponding p-values should be provided.
5. No clear mention of phytochemical analysis findings.
6. No reporting of acute toxicity results.
7. The term “ant-leukemic” should be corrected to “anti-leukemic.”

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. In the introduction section no clear statement of the research hypothesis or specific objectives.
2. There is inconsistency in the plant collection description (“harvested” and “purchased”). This must be clarified. Please specify whether the material was field-collected or market-purchased
3.  The solvent ratio is inconsistently reported as 1:5:4 (benzene:propanol: water), whereas the described volumes correspond to 1:4:5. Please clarify and correct for consistency.
4. The study relies exclusively on qualitative screening. Without confirmation using analytical techniques such as HPLC the reported presence of cholesterol is not sufficiently supported.
5. There is inconsistency in terminology between Table 2 (‘Reducing sugars’) and the main text (‘Reducing sugar’). Additionally, Table 2 is poorly formatted and appears as continuous text. 
6. The image resolution is insufficient, making important details and labels difficult to read. Higher-resolution images should be provided
7. The term ‘cuplike morphology’ is descriptive; however, no quantitative analysis or morphological measurement is provided to support this observation. 
8. Figure 2 (C, D, G, and H) lacks adequate resolution and clarity, which limits proper evaluation of the results. 
9. The manuscript reports statistical significance; however, the corresponding p-values are greater than 0.05. Please clarify the statistical threshold used for determining significance.
10. The manuscript lacks clear table summaries throughout.
11.  Figure 6 includes ‘Sesbania sesban’; however, the species is not mentioned or described in the related paragraph of the manuscript.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1. Several references are incomplete, with missing page numbers and/or volume numbers. Please revise the reference list carefully.
2.  The inclusion of 95 references seems excessive for a preliminary study and should be reduced to the most relevant citations.
3.  The manuscript shows inconsistent writing style throughout. The authors should standardize the style across all sections.
4. Current WHO cancer statistics (2023-2024) instead of 2018-2022 data.
5. Many of the references are outdated. The authors are encouraged to include more recent and relevant studies

	

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

	The manuscript requires thorough language editing, as it contains multiple grammatical errors, typographical mistakes, repetitive content, and inconsistent formatting
	

	Optional/General comments

	With substantial revision, further analysis, and more cautious interpretation, the manuscript may be significantly improved
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
 NO 
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