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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 study addresses an important and emerging area in reproductive neuroendocrinology by examining the independent and combined effects of light at night (LAN) and methamphetamine exposure on female reproductive function. The study is relevant given the increasing prevalence of artificial nighttime light exposure and substance abuse in modern urban populations, both of which may have significant implications for female reproductive health. The combined exposure model represents a potentially novel contribution to the literature, as most previous studies have examined these stressors independently rather than as co-occurring environmental and pharmacological disruptors. Despite several methodological and interpretative limitations that require major revision, the findings provide preliminary evidence that circadian disruption and methamphetamine exposure may interact to alter reproductive hormonal regulation and estrous cyclicity, thereby contributing to broader discussions on environmental endocrine disruption and reproductive health.of women. 
	




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
	4 = Good

The title adequately conveys the scope and experimental focus of the research. However, the title is looks lengthy and could be streamlined for improved readability and conciseness without losing scientific clarity.
	

	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
	4= Good

The abstract is comprehensive and well-structured, covering the aim, methodology, major findings, and conclusion of the study. It clearly summarizes the experimental groups, measured reproductive parameters, and the principal outcomes observed following LAN and methamphetamine exposure.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4= Good
Yes, the keywords are appropriate and relevant to the study.
The terms accurately reflect the scope of the research and would aid discoverability in databases related to neuroendocrinology and reproductive toxicology. However, the list could be slightly improved by including more standardized indexing terms such as “circadian disruption,” “oxidative stress,” or “female fertility,” which may enhance search visibility and alignment with common biomedical indexing practices.
	

	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
	4= Good
Yes, the background section is sufficient, well structured, and organized. It effectively introduces light at night and methamphetamine as independent disruptors of circadian and reproductive neuroendocrine systems, and it clearly connects both exposures to dysfunction of the hypothalamic–pituitary-gonadal axis. The progression from circadian biology to reproductive endocrinology and then to methamphetamine neurotoxicity is coherent and scientifically sound.
	

	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
	4=Good
The research objectives are clearly stated and align well with the aim of the study. The manuscript clearly states the intention to investigate the independent and combined effects of light at night and methamphetamine on reproductive hormones, estrous cyclicity, and histological integrity in female Wistar rats. The rationale for examining co-exposure effects is also clearly justified within the background section.
However, explicit hypotheses are not clearly articulated. While the expected direction of effects can be inferred from the introduction, the manuscript would be strengthened by stating specific testable hypotheses regarding hormonal disruption, estrous irregularities, and histological alterations in the treated groups.

	

	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
	4=Good
The literature review is relevant, and up to date. There is inclusion of several recent references from 2022-2025 related to circadian disruption, reproductive endocrinology, and methamphetamine toxicity. The cited studies effectively support the biological rationale for investigating LAN and methamphetamine as reproductive stressors and help establish the novelty of the combined exposure model.

	

	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
	 3 = Satisfactory

The research methodology is appropriate for addressing the study objectives, like the use of a controlled animal model, hormonal assays, estrous cycle monitoring, and histological examination to assess reproductive effects of LAN and methamphetamine exposure. 
The inclusion of both independent and combined exposure groups adds to the strength of the study and supports investigation of possible interaction effects between the two stressors.
However, there are several important methodological limitations that reduce the rigor of the study. These include:
1. Insufficient clarification of the light exposure protocol. The manuscript does not provide enough precise, reproducible detail about how the light-at-night (LAN) condition was actually implemented, which is critical because small differences in lighting conditions can completely change circadian and reproductive outcomes in rats.
Under Light Exposure Parameters section, the paper states two different things that need clarification:
· “Groups B and D were exposed to 24-hour continuous white light for 28 days”  
· But also: “Lighting was maintained from 6 pm to 6 am to target the natural dark phase”

2. Use of cortisol rather than corticosterone in rats without adequate justification. The measurement of cortisol in a rat model raises concern, because corticosterone is the primary glucocorticoid in this species. The manuscript does not adequately justify why cortisol was used instead of corticosterone or provide assay validation or cross-reactivity data. This raises concerns regarding the biological interpretation of the reported HPA-axis findings and weakens conclusions related to stress hormone regulation

These issues should be addressed to strengthen the validity and reproducibility of the findings.

	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
Ethical approval for the use of animals was stated and the study indicates adherence to established guidelines for laboratory animal care. this demonstrates that ethical oversight was considered and formally obtained, which is appropriate for an animal experimental study.
However, the ethical section is brief and lacks important operational details. The manuscript does not specify key welfare considerations such as anaesthesia protocols in detail, monitoring of animal distress during methamphetamine administration and continuous light exposure, humane endpoints, or measures taken to minimize suffering over the 28-day exposure period. Expanding this section would strengthen transparency and ethical rigor.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4=Good

Yes, they are clearly presented.
The results are generally presented in a structured and logical order, with clear separation into tables for body weight, organ weights, hormones, estrous cycle data, and histological findings. The inclusion of means, standard errors, F-values, and significance markers helps the reader follow the statistical outcomes across experimental groups. The progression from physiological to histological outcomes is also coherent.
	

	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


	4 = Good

Yes, the tables and figures are clear, relevant, and necessary.
	

	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
	4 = Good

The discussion generally relates the findings well to existing literature on circadian disruption, methamphetamine neurotoxicity, and reproductive endocrine regulation. The authors appropriately reference previous studies to support key interpretations, such as LAN-induced melatonin suppression, HPG axis disruption, and methamphetamine-associated dopaminergic and HPA-axis effects. This helps situate the findings within established scientific knowledge and strengthens the biological plausibility of 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
	3 = Satisfactory

Yes, the conclusions are supported by the data.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement

The manuscript did not present a clear or structured limitations section, which is a significant weakness given the complexity of the study design.
The omission of a dedicated limitations section reduces transparency and weakens the methodological rigor of the manuscript.

	

	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
	4 = Good

The references are relevant, appropriate, and sufficiently broad for the scope of the study. They cover key thematic areas including circadian biology, light at night exposure, methamphetamine neurotoxicity, reproductive endocrinology, and HPA/HPG axis interactions. The inclusion of both foundational and relatively recent studies (including publications up to 2024-2025) strengthens the scientific grounding of the manuscript.

	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory

Yes, the manuscript written in clear and understandable language.
	




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, the title is suitable as it clearly reflects the key variables (light at night, methamphetamine), study model (female Albino Wistar rats), and main outcomes (reproductive hormones, estrous cycle, and histology of ovaries and uterus).
However, it is somewhat long and could be made more concise and readable while maintaining clarity.

Suggested improvement:

“Effects of Light at Night and Methamphetamine on Reproductive Hormones, Estrous Cycle, and Reproductive Tissue Histology in Female Wistar Rats”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive. It clearly includes the study aim, methodology, sample size, experimental groups, key measured outcomes (hormones, estrous cycle, cortisol, and histology), and a summary of the main findings and conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No, the manuscript is not fully scientifically correct in its current form, although it contains a solid experimental framework and generally plausible biological rationale.
Things to note:
1.Inappropriate use of cortisol instead of corticosterone in rats without validation or justification.
2. Lack of clarity in the light-at-night protocol, with conflicting descriptions of constant light versus night-time exposure
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes.
The references are relevant, appropriate, and sufficiently broad for the scope of the study. They cover key thematic areas including circadian biology, light at night exposure, methamphetamine neurotoxicity, reproductive endocrinology, and HPA/HPG axis interactions. The inclusion of both original and relatively recent studies (including publications up to 2024-2025) strengthens the scientific grounding of the manuscript.
	

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

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

	Yes

 The ethical section is brief and lacks important operational details. The manuscript does not specify key welfare considerations such as anaesthesia protocols in detail, monitoring of animal distress during methamphetamine administration and continuous light exposure, humane endpoints, or measures taken to minimize suffering over the 28-day exposure period. Expanding this section would strengthen transparency and ethical rigor.

	




Reviewer details:

Ndubuisi Paris Obi, Eko University of Medicine and Health Sciences, Nigeria
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