Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Research in Nephrology 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJRN_134382

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	EFFECT OF SODIUM CYANIDE EXPOSURE ON RENAL PARAMETERS OF NEW ZEALAND WHITE RABBIT.

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 paper is of utmost relevance to the scientific community because it provides invaluable insight into the toxicological effects of chronic sodium cyanide poisoning on renal function in New Zealand White Rabbits. The study meticulously documents dose- and time-dependent alterations in significant renal parameters, corroborated by histological findings, which suggest the risks of long-term cyanide exposure on kidney function. The findings contribute to the overall body of knowledge of cyanide-induced nephrotoxicity and offer valuable data for toxicological research and public health intervention, particularly in environmental or occupational exposure settings to cyanide. The discovery of Kidney Injury Molecule-1 (KIM-1) as a potent biomarker for renal damage also serves to underscore its potential future use as an early marker for detection and follow-up of kidney damage in research and clinical applications.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The present title, "EFFECT OF SODIUM CYANIDE EXPOSURE ON RENAL PARAMETERS OF NEW ZEALAND WHITE RABBIT," is precise and descriptive but perhaps slightly optimized for accuracy and effectiveness.

Alternative Recommended Title:

"Chronic Sodium Cyanide Exposure Causes Renal Dysfunction and Histopathological Injury in New Zealand White Rabbits"
	

	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 accurately summarizes the study but can be condensed and strengthened. To do this, include the dose (0.05 mg/kg), highlight dose- and time-dependent effects, and state biochemical alteration leading to histopathological damage more clearly in the conclusion.

(Example revision: "Chronic exposure to 0.05 mg/kg sodium cyanide caused New Zealand White Rabbits significant (p < 0.05), time-related renal biomarker (electrolytes, urea, creatinine, KIM-1) elevations and progressive kidney tissue injury, substantiating the nephrotoxicity of cyanide.")


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The work is scientifically valid, with a well-conducted study demonstrating dose- and time-dependent sodium cyanide-induced renal toxicity well-supported by sound biochemical and histological data. Minor suggestions could include making mundane real-world implications and sample size restrictions clearer, but methodology and conclusions are good.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate but a little outdated; the addition of 2-3 recent publications (2020+) on cyanide nephrotoxicity and KIM-1 biomarkers would improve the manuscript to make it more recent. For example, add publications like Parker-Cote et al. (2021) on mitochondrial mechanisms or Vaidya et al. (2020) on KIM-1 in kidney disease.
	

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


	The overall style can be considered suitable for a scholarly argument, though, with the recommendation of some slight changes so that it flows better and conforms to formal scholarly style even more closely. I believe it is the case that a proofread would solve most clarifying phrasing and tidying up of sparse mechanical issues, such as article placement or verb tense consistency.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-structured and scientifically rigorous, but minor improvements in language clarity and reference updates would enhance its impact. Overall, it makes a valuable contribution to understanding cyanide-induced nephrotoxicity.
(Revision Suggestions: Very Minor)

Highlights:

Thorough methodology, definitive results, and a solid biochemical-histological relationship.

Relevant biochemistry and toxicology fields, proven authenticity.

What Could Be Done Better:

Refresh the citations (2-3 current references needed).

Improve academic writing style for enhanced clarity.

Rephrase ethics section (e.g., detailing euthanasia procedure, reasoning for sample size).

Final Verdict: If minor concerns are improved.

(No fundamental problems identified—can be published with minor alterations)
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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