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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 addresses the growing interest in plant-derived therapeutic agents for cancer management, particularly prostate cancer, which remains a major global health burden. The study contributes experimental evidence on the antioxidant-mediated anti-prostate cancer effects of Irvingia gabonensis leaf extract and its fractions in an established NMU/testosterone-induced rat model. The integration of biochemical, histological, and GC–MS phytochemical analyses strengthens the biological relevance of the findings. However, the translational impact remains limited without deeper mechanistic insights and clearer safety profiling.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately reflects the experimental model and intervention but is too long and method-heavy, reducing clarity and impact.

Suggested alternative title:

Antioxidant-Mediated Protective Effects of Irvingia gabonensis Leaf Extract against NMU/Testosterone-Induced Prostate Cancer in 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.


	Yes, but it requires revision.

Major issues:

The abstract overemphasizes results while underreporting methodological rigor (e.g., number of animals per group, duration of treatment).

Liver toxicity findings are mentioned but not clearly contextualized, which may mislead readers.

Statistical outcomes are vaguely reported.

Suggestions:

Explicitly state the animal grouping and treatment duration.

Clearly distinguish protective anticancer effects from potential hepatotoxic observations.

Reduce redundancy in phytochemical listing.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically sound but methodologically incomplete.

Key concerns:

The NMU + testosterone prostate cancer model is valid, but dose justification and induction success rate are not discussed.

A single high dose (500 mg/kg) was used for all extracts/fractions without dose–response evaluation, limiting pharmacological interpretation.

Antioxidant outcomes are selectively significant, yet the Discussion occasionally overgeneralizes these effects.

Liver histology indicates microvesicular steatosis, but this is under-discussed as a safety concern.

The conclusions are directionally correct but too optimistic given the observed hepatic alterations.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Generally sufficient and up-to-date, with several references from 2022–2025.

However:

Key mechanistic prostate cancer studies related to androgen signaling and oxidative stress pathways are missing.

No reference is cited to justify the 500 mg/kg dose selection.

Recommendation: Add 3–5 mechanistic or toxicological references to strengthen interpretation.
	

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


	Below the standard required for publication without revision.

Issues include:

Repetitive sentence structures

Grammatical inconsistencies

Incorrect word choices (e.g., “the contributing present study”)

Overly long and convoluted sentences in the Introduction and Discussion

Professional language editing is strongly recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures are referenced appropriately but lack sufficient quantitative description in the text.

The study would significantly benefit from: Dose–response analysis

Mechanistic markers (e.g., inflammatory cytokines, apoptosis markers)

Clear safety margin discussion
The manuscript is experimentally valid and relevant but fails to meet publication standards due to:

Insufficient methodological justification

Weak safety/toxicity interpretation

Language quality issues

Overstated conclusions relative to data
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Potentially yes.

The manuscript mentions animal handling and euthanasia but does not clearly state:

Ethical approval number

Name of the Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC)

Compliance with international animal research guidelines

This must be corrected before acceptance.
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