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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 presents a critical contribution to ethnopharmacology and conservation science by systematically documenting a large and previously under-catalogued repository of indigenous plant knowledge. The study fills a significant gap in the literature, as quantitative investigations specifically focused on gynaecological plant use in Akwa Ibom State were sparse before this work, and the data now provides a rigorous baseline for future pharmacological research and conservation planning. The exceptionally high Informant Consensus Factor values (ranging from 0.625–0.880) across ailment categories and the 100% Fidelity Level recorded for 81 plant species provide strong empirical evidence of culturally validated therapeutic efficacy, offering the scientific community prioritized leads for phytochemical and pharmacological investigation. Beyond immediate drug discovery applications, the manuscript documents knowledge systems that are under existential threat due to urbanization, generational shifts, and the declining transmission of oral traditions—making this work an urgent act of scientific preservation that captures invaluable ecological and cultural intelligence before it is irretrievably lost 3 and 1. The findings provide a foundation for integrating indigenous plant knowledge into evidence-based women's reproductive healthcare policy in Nigeria, demonstrating how traditional systems can be bridged with modern healthcare infrastructure in ways that are scientifically rigorous and culturally respectful.
	




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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4 = good
	

	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
	4 = good
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4 – good
	

	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
	4 – good
	

	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
	

	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
	4 – good
	




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 highly suitable. It is clear, descriptive, and accurately represents the scope and focus of the study. Here is how each component aligns with the research:
	

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

	The abstract is comprehensive, methodologically transparent, and results-rich. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in its design, statistical application, interpretation, and contextualization within existing literature.
	

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

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

	Yes, the references are both sufficient in scope and reasonably recent, though with important caveats about temporal distribution.
	

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

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

	There is no ethical issues in this manuscript
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