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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 is important for the scientific community as it provides experimental evidence on the potential anti-fertility effects of Cannabis sativa, particularly its impact on reproductive cycles and implantation. It contributes to a better understanding of how cannabinoids may interfere with the hypothalamic–pituitary–ovarian axis. The findings are relevant for both reproductive biology and public health, especially in the context of increasing cannabis use worldwide. Additionally, the study may help guide future research on fertility regulation and the safe use of cannabis-derived compounds.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good — The title is clear and reflects the study focus well, though it could be slightly more concise for improved readability.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The abstract is generally comprehensive, clearly stating the objective, methodology, key findings, and conclusion. However, it could be improved by adding more specific methodological details (e.g., sample size) and refining clarity for stronger scientific precision.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good  
The keywords are relevant to the study and capture its main themes, though adding a few more specific terms (e.g., endocannabinoid system or hormonal regulation) could improve discoverability.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The background provides relevant information on Cannabis sativa, its chemical composition, and its potential effects on reproduction. However, it lacks clear organization and contains some redundancy and grammatical issues. A more focused structure with stronger linkage to the study objective and updated references would improve its quality.

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory — The study objective is implied, but it is not explicitly stated as a clear, concise objective or hypothesis, which affects clarity.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The literature cited is relevant to anti-fertility and plant-based studies; however, it is largely outdated, with many references being several decades old. The review lacks recent research, particularly on cannabinoids and reproductive biology. Inclusion of up-to-date studies would significantly strengthen the scientific relevance of the manuscript.

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good — The methodology is appropriate and aligns with the study objectives, though some procedural details and standardization aspects could be described more clearly.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The study involves animal experimentation, but there is no clear mention of ethical approval, institutional review, or adherence to animal welfare guidelines. This is a significant omission, and proper ethical statements should be included to meet standard research requirements.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory — The results are presented with relevant data and tables, but inconsistencies, repetition, and some unclear descriptions reduce overall clarity.

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The tables are relevant and help present the experimental findings clearly, particularly regarding dose-dependent effects. However, they lack proper formatting, consistency, and statistical detail (e.g., significance levels). Additionally, no figures or graphical representations are included, which could improve data visualization and clarity.

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement — The discussion explains the findings but lacks sufficient integration and comparison with existing literature to support and contextualize the results.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The conclusions are generally supported by the presented data, particularly the dose-dependent effects on anti-implantation and estrous cycle disruption. However, some interpretations are slightly overstated given the limited statistical analysis and sample detail. Including stronger statistical validation would make the conclusions more robust.

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 1 = Poor
The manuscript does not explicitly discuss study limitations, which weakens the scientific rigor and transparency of the work.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The references are relevant to the topic and cover foundational work on anti-fertility effects of plant compounds. However, they are largely outdated and lack recent studies, particularly on cannabinoids and modern reproductive biology. While the number of references is sufficient, their timeliness and diversity need improvement.

	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement — The manuscript contains multiple grammatical errors, improper phrasing, and inconsistencies that significantly affect clarity and readability.
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor refinement suggested. The title is generally suitable it clearly reflects the study focus (Cannabis sativa, reproductive cycle, fertility, animal model, and functional approach).

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but with minor limitations.
The abstract is generally comprehensive it includes the objective, methodology (vaginal cytology and anti-implantation study), key findings (dose-dependent effects and 80% anti-implantation at higher dose), and the main conclusion.
Suggested improvement:
Briefly include sample size, duration of treatment, and statistical significance (e.g., p-values) to strengthen scientific rigor and completeness.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is not fully scientifically sound due to several inconsistencies and methodological weaknesses. There are factual and technical errors (such as the mention of “0% ethyl alcohol”), unclear dosing timelines, and a lack of essential details like sample size, grouping, and replication. Additionally, statistical analysis is missing, and some results presented in the text do not fully align with the tables. The discussion also includes overgeneralized mechanistic claims without sufficient supporting evidence. Improving accuracy, clarity, and inclusion of proper statistical and experimental details would significantly strengthen the scientific validity of the study.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are neither sufficient nor recent, as most citations are outdated (largely from the 1960s–1990s) and do not reflect current scientific understanding of cannabis and reproductive biology. Recent studies and reviews (e.g., from 2020–2025) show evolving and sometimes conflicting evidence on cannabis effects on fertility, highlighting the need for up-to-date sources .
Suggestion for improvement: Include more recent peer-reviewed studies (last 5–10 years), systematic reviews, and high-impact journal articles, and reduce reliance on very old literature to ensure the manuscript reflects current scientific knowledge and relevance.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	YES. The manuscript raises ethical concerns because it does not mention approval from an institutional animal ethics committee (e.g., IACUC or equivalent), which is mandatory for studies involving experimental animals. There is also no statement regarding animal welfare measures, such as housing conditions, efforts to minimize pain and distress, or humane endpoints during procedures like laparotomy. Additionally, details about anesthesia or analgesia during invasive procedures are missing. To address these issues, the authors should clearly include an ethical approval statement, specify compliance with recognized animal care guidelines, and describe measures taken to ensure humane treatment of the animals.
	




	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

While the study addresses a relevant topic and presents potentially meaningful findings, significant issues in methodology, scientific rigor, ethical compliance, outdated references, and clarity of presentation need to be thoroughly addressed before it can be considered for publication
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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 details)
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