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	Reviewer’s comment
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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 study has demonstrated the potential damage that aluminium phosphide may cause to the liver following low and prolonged exposure, both from a biochemical and histological perspective. Investigating the effects of sub-chronic exposure that may occur through food intake aimed to evaluate this issue from a different angle compared to the majority of studies in this field, which are acute studies.  The results obtained from the long-term effects of exposure may be noteworthy from a public health perspective. This study may contribute to advanced research on dose-dependent toxic effect mechanisms.  


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	In general, the title is appropriate in terms of reflecting the scope of the work, being fluent and scientifically accurate.
	

	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.


	It is not sufficiently comprehensive for a scientific summary and some important points are missing.
Numerical doses should be added instead of expressions such as ‘high, very high concentrations’. The number of animals, duration of the experiment and doses should be clearly stated. Histopathological findings could be expanded further.

In terms of statistical results, p-values or expressions such as ‘significant increase/reduction’ could be included. It should be clearly stated in which parameters there are significant differences.  

The mechanism of the toxic effect (oxidative stress, etc.) should be summarised briefly and clearly.

The fluency and comprehensiveness of the summary should be structurally improved and written in a more academic style.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Fundamentally scientifically accurate; however, there are some inconsistencies.
The article uses both the terms “35-day study” and “56-day sub-chronic process”; furthermore, there is confusion in the groups labelled “5 animals” and “7 animals”. These terms need to be expressed more clearly and precisely.

Critical parameters such as the purity, form, and manufacturer information of AlP have not been provided. More detailed information should be provided.

The table states that some differences are p>0.05, but the discussion refers to them as ‘significant (p<0.05)’. These inconsistencies should be resolved.

At least semi-quantitative scoring for histopathological findings will provide more scientific data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References in the literature concerning subchronic exposure + hepatotoxicity + animal models could be further developed in terms of liver toxicity. References supporting methodological details such as dose-response, chronic exposure, animal models, and histopathology scoring methods should be added.
	

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


	The sentences are mostly conveyed in a clear and understandable manner, and the terminology is used correctly. However, more standardised terminology should be used, and unnecessary repetition should be avoided (especially in the discussion section).
	

	Optional/General comments


	The design of the study is fundamentally appropriate for its purpose; however, the inconsistencies observed in the methods section (number of animals, duration of the experiment, dose descriptions) need to be clarified. In terms of language and academic style, the article is understandable, but it would be appropriate to use a more fluent, consistent and scientifically standard expression structure. Overall, the study sheds light on an important toxicological problem and has publication potential; however, revision is required in terms of scientific clarity, methodological accuracy and presentation quality.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Although ethical approval is mentioned, the article does not specify the approval number, date, or reference to the institutional review board.
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