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	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 significant gap in toxicological research by exploring the hepatoprotective potential of Daniellia oliveri leaf methanol extract (DOLME) against dimethylamine-induced oxidative liver injury, coupled with immunohistochemical evaluations of epithelial membrane antigen (EMA) and cytokeratin expression. The study integrates biochemical, histological, and molecular markers, providing a multidimensional perspective on the protective mechanisms of the extract. Given the increasing concerns over industrial chemical exposure and the global interest in plant-derived antioxidants, the findings hold translational relevance for both preventive and therapeutic strategies in liver pathophysiology. The work has the potential to stimulate further research into bioactive compounds of African medicinal plants and their role in mitigating environmental toxicant-induced organ damage.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is informative but overly long and could be made more concise while retaining its specificity. Suggested alternative:

“Hepatoprotective Effects of Daniellia oliveri Leaf Methanol Extract Against Dimethylamine-Induced Oxidative and Immunohistochemical Alterations in Rats”

This revised title is more concise, improves readability, and maintains scientific precision.
	

	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 adequately presents the background, methodology, results, and conclusion, but several improvements are warranted:

· Remove the redundancy in “toxicological toxicological consequences.”

· The methodology section is overly detailed for an abstract; dosing regimens and extraction methods could be condensed.

· The results should be presented in a more data-driven manner with specific percentage changes or fold differences.

· The conclusion should emphasize integrating oxidative stress markers with EMA and cytokeratin modulation.

· Keywords could be optimized by adding “hepatoprotective” and “oxidative stress.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, but there are notable issues:

· The statistical approach is appropriate, but SPSS version 10.0 is outdated; a more current version should be used for reproducibility.

· Several sentences in the introduction contain minor factual redundancies and typographical inconsistencies (e.g., capitalization of species names).

· The discussion, while comprehensive, occasionally shifts to a literature review style without adequately linking findings directly back to the study’s data.

· Potential mechanisms, particularly the phytochemical-mediated regulation of EMA and cytokeratin, should be better supported by primary literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	While the references are generally relevant, there is an over-reliance on older sources (pre-2015), particularly for background plant pharmacology. Additional recent references (2020–2024) on EMA, cytokeratin in liver pathology, and antioxidant phytochemicals are recommended
	

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


	The manuscript requires moderate English language editing to meet high-impact journal standards. Issues include:

· Grammatical errors (e.g., “toxicological toxicological consequences”).

· Inconsistent use of tense.

· Repetition of certain words and phrases.

· Some sentences are excessively long and should be broken down for clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study has strong potential but would benefit from:

· Refining figures for higher resolution and better labeling.

· Ensuring all abbreviations are defined at first use.

· Correcting repeated group labeling errors in figure legends (e.g., multiple “Group E” in Plate 1).

Clarifying the EMA and cytokeratin expression analysis in the context of DMA hepatotoxicity.
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