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	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 research is done on the toxicity of dichlorvos, a widely used organophosphate pesticide of significant public health concern in developing countries. By comparing the effects of Vitamin C with a commonly used medicinal plant (Costus afer), the findings provide valuable insight into the comparative efficacy and limitations of natural versus synthetic protective agents. The work highlights the selective vulnerability of hepatic, renal, and male reproductive organs to pesticide-induced oxidative injury, reinforcing the need for targeted protective strategies. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suitable
	

	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 is largely comprehensive, but it would benefit from some refinement rather than any major change. Some of the changes that can be implemented are: The abstract does not clearly state whether Vitamin C and Costus afer were administered alone and/or in combination in all relevant groups. The results are summarized well but could be sharpened by clearly stating which organs were most affected and emphasizing the comparative protective effect of Vitamin C versus Costus afer


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound in concept and direction, and the experimental approach is broadly consistent with accepted practices in toxicological research. The most notably inconsistency is in the identification of the experimental animal (rats versus mice), imprecise description of Vitamin C dosing, and incomplete reporting of statistical procedures. 
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	Yes
	

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


	Yes except at some places capitalization is inconsistent and there is mixed tense usage
	

	Optional/General comments


	Conclusions regarding organ protection should be interpreted cautiously given the reliance on organ weight data without supporting biochemical or histopathological evidence. Once these methodological clarifications and presentation issues are addressed, the manuscript would meet the standards of scientific correctness and reliability expected for publication.
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