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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 holds substantial importance for the scientific community by investigating the protective effects of Irvingia gabonensis leaf extract against NMU- and testosterone-induced prostate cancer in rats, addressing the critical need for less toxic natural alternatives amid rising global prostate cancer incidence projected to reach 2.4 million cases by 2040. It demonstrates significant reductions in PSA levels, improved body weight gain, enhanced antioxidant markers like catalase and GSH, and preserved prostate histology, linking these to phytochemicals such as phytol and hexadecanoic acid identified via GC-MS. These findings advance environmental biotechnology and natural product research, particularly relevant for regions like Africa with high disease burden, while highlighting potential mechanisms like oxidative stress modulation that warrant further clinical exploration
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title "Protective effect of Irvingia gabonensis leaf extract and fractions on N-methyl-nitrosourea (NMU) and testosterone induced prostate cancer in rats" accurately reflects the study's focus, methods, model, and key outcomes.
	

	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 comprehensive, covering background, objectives, methods (including cancer induction, assays, and GC-MS), key results (e.g., PSA reduction, antioxidant effects), and conclusion with liver concerns. No major additions needed, but minor clarification on statistical significance (p<0.05) and fraction-specific effects could enhance precision without lengthening it.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound, employing standard NMU/testosterone induction validated by elevated PSA and hyperplasia histology, appropriate biochemical/histological analyses, and ANOVA statistics at p<0.05. Results logically link phytochemicals (e.g., phytol at 17.07%) to antioxidant benefits, though liver enzyme elevations (ALT/AST) in treated groups are appropriately flagged for further toxicity studies. Minor concerns include inconsistent group sizing (n=8 mentioned but figure legends imply variability) and limited SOD changes, but overall methodology and interpretations align with cited precedents like Palanirajan et al. (2022).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient (~40 citations) and mostly recent, with 2024-2025 papers on prostate cancer epidemiology (e.g., Bray et al., 2024; Naiki-Ito et al., 2025) and plant bioactives (e.g., Hassan et al., 2024), alongside foundational works. Suggestions: Add recent reviews on Irvingia gabonensis toxicity (e.g., search PubMed for "Irvingia gabonensis hepatotoxicity 2024-2026") and NMU model limitations (e.g., Etique et al., 2023 if available) to strengthen discussion on liver steatosis.
	

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


	Language is generally suitable but requires polishing for grammar, typos (e.g., "I. gbonensis", "living" vs. "lining"), awkward phrasing (e.g., "the contributing present study"), and consistency (e.g., "p0.05" vs. "p<0.05"). Professional editing would elevate clarity without altering meaning.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Strong preclinical evidence for I. gabonensis as an adjunct therapy; GC-MS data robustly supports mechanisms. Recommend dose-response and molecular (e.g., apoptosis markers) studies next.
Promising data with solid methods but needs language edits, minor clarifications, and expanded toxicity discussion.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical issues identified; plant authentication, Wistar rat acclimatization (12h light/dark), euthanasia (diethyl ether) and standard protocols followed, with no competing interests declared.
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