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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	Smoked foods are widely consumed, often without awareness of the health risks associated with long-term exposure to compounds like polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), heterocyclic amines, or nitrosamines.

This study addresses an important gap by evaluating the toxicological consequences of smoked fish consumption, particularly organ-level damage, this is especially relevant in regions where smoked fish is a staple.

The study provides direct histopathological evidence of liver and kidney alterations in response to smoked fish extract, this is critical, as these organs are major detoxification sites.

It helps in understanding morphological biomarkers of toxicity, which could aid future food safety assessments or animal model validation.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately reflects the study's scope and subject. Consider including the species studied if relevant for added specificity.


	

	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 introduces the context and objective clearly, describes the methods, summarizes major findings, and ends with a conclusion. However, some minor editing would enhance clarity:
- Specify the species (e.g., rat, mouse) earlier.
- Avoid phrases like 'this study aims to prove'; use 'evaluate' or 'assess'.
- Report statistical significance precisely.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Good 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Fewer than expected for a study of this nature.

Many references are outdated (pre-2010).

Too few references from peer-reviewed journals focused on toxicology, food safety, or histopathology.


	

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


	While the manuscript is readable, improvements in grammar, punctuation, and word choice would enhance clarity. Avoid redundancy, use scientific terms precisely, and aim for conciseness.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The introduction sets the stage for the study by highlighting the issue of smoked fish consumption and potential health hazards. Still, it would benefit from:

- Citing more recent and regionally relevant literature.

- Clarifying the rationale for focusing on liver and kidney histopathology.

- Stating the knowledge gap more explicitly.

4.Materials and Methods

The experimental setup, animal model, dosage, and histological protocols are described. Suggestions:

- Include approval from an ethical review board (if available).

- Provide more detail about extract preparation (e.g., smoking conditions, duration).

- Clarify sample size justification and statistical tests used.

5. Results and Discussion

Results are clearly stated and histological findings are aligned with the objectives. However:

- Include quantified histopathological scoring if available.

- Use consistent terminology (e.g., necrosis, degeneration) and define it.

- Figures could be enhanced by adding arrows/labels to key lesions.

The current discussion does not thoroughly explore or critically evaluate all results.

There is minimal comparison with previous similar studies on dietary toxins or food-induced liver/kidney damage. Discussion could engage more deeply with similar studies or contrasting results.

The discussion doesn’t explore possible biological mechanisms for observed histopathology (e.g., oxidative stress, inflammation).

Liver and kidney changes are described, but not interpreted in the context of function.

No integration of findings into broader toxicological or public health implications.

Every scientific study should reflect on limitations (e.g., lack of biochemical data, short exposure period, animal model limitations).

Recommendation: 

Expand the discussion to:

•
Analyze and interpret each major histological result.

•
Compare findings with at least 3–5 relevant, recent studies (post-2015).

•
Suggest biological explanations (with references).

•
Comment on public health implications and possible human relevance.

•
End with specific future research directions.

6. Conclusion

The conclusion reiterates findings well. 

Suggestions:

- Reinforce practical implications (e.g., food safety awareness).

- Recommend specific directions for future research.

- Avoid overgeneralizing from the findings.

7. References 

Fewer than expected for a study of this nature.

Many references are outdated (pre-2010).

Too few references from peer-reviewed journals focused on toxicology, food safety, or histopathology.

 Recommendation:

Increase references to at least 20–25.

Add recent studies (2018–2024) on:

Food-borne toxicants and organ damage.

Histological effects of dietary contaminants

Mechanisms of liver and kidney toxicity in animal models.

Human epidemiological relevance of smoked food product

While the manuscript is readable, improvements in grammar, punctuation, and word choice would enhance clarity. Avoid redundancy, use scientific terms precisely, and aim for conciseness.

This study addresses a relevant toxicological issue using histopathological methods, though more discussion existing literature is needed.
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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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