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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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 a timely and significant public health issue: 
The potential renal toxicity of widely consumed artificial sweeteners and the possible protective role of natural plant extracts. 
The investigation into the time-dependent effects of aspartame, both alone and in combination with Sacoglottis gabonensis, provides valuable longitudinal data that is often missing from acute toxicity studies. 
The findings are important as they suggest a potential nephroprotective role for this medicinal plant, which could have implications for developing supportive strategies to mitigate the side effects of food additives. 
This work contributes meaningfully to the fields of food toxicology and ethnopharmacology.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable but can be slightly refined for better clarity and grammatical precision. I suggest the following alternative:

"Time-Dependent Alterations in Renal Biomarkers of Mice Exposed to Aspartame and Ethanolic Extract of Sacoglottis gabonensis"

This version is more concise and uses"Exposed to" which is standard in toxicological titles.


	

	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 covers the main points but requires significant improvement in clarity and structure.
The "Result" section is a single, long, and complex sentence that is difficult to follow. 
I strongly suggest restructuring it into 2-3 shorter sentences to clearly separate the findings for the different time points (30, 60, 90 days).
 Furthermore, the abstract should explicitly state the main conclusion regarding the protective effect of the extract more clearly. 
The current conclusion is somewhat buried in the dense text.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The scientific premise is sound, but there are major concerns regarding the experimental design and data interpretation that affect the manuscript's correctness and robustness.

1. Lack of a Critical Control Group: The study design is missing a group that receives only the S. gabonensis extract (without aspartame). Without this group, it is impossible to definitively attribute the "normalization" of biomarkers at 90 days to a protective effect of the plant. It could be that the extract itself has independent effects on the kidney, or that the animals simply adapted to the aspartame over time. This is a fundamental flaw in interpreting the "nephroprotective" claim.

2. Unclear Statistical Comparisons: The results text often states that a parameter "increased in group C" or was "lowest in group A," but it is frequently unclear what this comparison is against (e.g., the negative control at the same time point? The group's own baseline?). The statistical analysis must be explicitly defined. For instance, was a two-way ANOVA used to account for both Treatment and Time factors and their interaction?

3. Data Presentation: The figures (1-4) are referenced but not visible in the provided text, making it impossible to verify the graphical data. The captions also lack necessary detail (e.g., what do A, B, C, D, E, F represent on the x-axis?).


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include a good mix of classic and recent papers. 

However, to strengthen the discussion on the plant's mechanism of action, consider citing a study that directly analyzes the antioxidant capacity or specific phytochemicals (e.g., phenolic content) of S. gabonensis.

· Suggestion: A reference like "Ojo, O. A., et al. (2021). Phytochemical characterization and antioxidant properties of Sacoglottis gabonensis stem bark. Scientific African, 12, e00782." would be very supportive, if such a paper exists.


	

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


	The language quality requires significant improvement.There are numerous grammatical errors, typographical errors (e.g., "bilurubin,""came" instead of "care"), awkward phrasings, and issues with sentence construction throughout the manuscript. For example:

· "The kidney is an organ that is responsible for removing waste..." is too simplistic for a scientific discussion section.

· "Feed was withdrawn from the animals 24 hours before the termination of experiment." should be "Feeding was withheld..."

· The entire manuscript would benefit from a thorough proofreading by a native English speaker or a professional editing service to meet the standards of scholarly communication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This study has a valuable premise and investigates an interesting interaction over a substantial duration. The core idea of assessing time-dependent changes is a strength. However, the major limitation of the missing plant-only control group significantly weakens the central conclusion about the extract's nephroprotective role. Addressing this in the discussion as a limitation and restructuring the data presentation and language are crucial next steps for this manuscript. The authors have collected a substantial dataset that, with clearer analysis and interpretation, could form a solid contribution to the literature.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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