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	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.


	This study presents a genuinely novel and important idea in the field of toxicology. It investigates the combined use of vitamin C and activated charcoal to treat poisoning from paraquat—a highly toxic herbicide for which there is currently no known antidote.

The findings are encouraging, showing that this simple and accessible combination can reduce lung damage and improve outcomes in poisoned subjects. This discovery opens a door of hope for developing an effective and affordable treatment, especially in developing countries where the unregulated use of this dangerous chemical is common.

The research serves as a strong starting point for further work, such as testing different dosages or longer treatment durations, to find the optimal regimen that could one day save human lives..
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is suitable. It accurately reflects the core objective, key agents (Vitamin C & Activated Charcoal), the toxicant (Paraquat), the target organ (Lung), the main assessed outcome (Histotoxicity), and the model (Wistar rats).
	

	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 mostly comprehensive and follows a standard structure (Aims, Design, Place/Duration, Methodology, Results, Conclusion). However, it can be improved in terms of clarity, specificity, and impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	These points do not invalidate the study but are necessary for scientific rigor and clarity.

1. Major Issues to Address:

Claim of "Synergistic" Effect: This is the most significant scientific overstatement.

Problem: The study design cannot demonstrate synergy. To claim synergy, you must compare the combination against groups treated with Vitamin C alone and Activated Charcoal alone. Since these groups are absent, you can only state that the combination has an "ameliorative" or "protective" effect.

Correction: Throughout the manuscript (Title, Abstract, Aims, Conclusion), replace "synergistic" with "ameliorative," "protective," or "combined." The claim of synergy must be reserved for a follow-up study with the necessary experimental groups.

Statistical Analysis is Entirely Absent:

Problem: The results are presented descriptively ("severe reduction," "mild weakness," "massive oedema"). For scientific credibility, quantitative or semi-quantitative data with statistical analysis is mandatory. This applies to:

Clinical scores (e.g., activity, respiratory distress)

Body weight and feed/water consumption data.

Histopathological findings (using a standardized scoring system).

Mortality rates (a Fisher's exact test could be used for the 3/10 vs. 1/10 mortality).

Correction: A "Statistical Analysis" subsection must be added to the Methods. Describe the tests used (e.g., ANOVA with post-hoc test for parametric data, Kruskal-Wallis for scores). Present key results as mean ± SD with p-values in the Results section (e.g., "Group 2 showed a 40% reduction in weight gain compared to Group 1 (p < 0.01)").

Dosage Justification is Weak:

Problem: The manuscript states doses were chosen "based on previous related studies" but does not cite the specific studies for the combination or for the specific activated charcoal dose in this context.

Correction: Provide specific citations in Section 2.5 that justify the chosen doses of Vitamin C (250mg/kg) and, crucially, Activated Charcoal (0.175g/kg = 175mg/kg) for oral administration over 28 days. The paraquat dose justification is acceptable.

2. Minor Issues & Typos:

Language and Grammar: There are numerous typographical and grammatical errors that need careful proofreading (e.g., "form" instead of "from," "isterstitial," "componenets," "Micrsocopically," "haemorahes").

Figure & Plate References: The text refers to Plates 1-4 and images, but the labels in the provided document are inconsistent (e.g., "Group 5" in Plate 2 caption, broken image links media/image3.emf). All figures must be clearly numbered and labeled, and the text must reference them correctly.

Result Presentation: The "Discussion" section (3.3) is strangely placed and mixes results with discussion. The descriptive results under "3.3 Discussion A & B" should be integrated into the main "3.2 Histopathology" section. The discussion should then interpret these results in light of existing literature.

Citation Format: Some in-text citations have formatting issues (e.g., Guo *et* al., 2023 has an extra asterisk; Okolonkwo *et al*.*,* 2023 has extra punctuation).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Critical Weaknesses:

Outdated Pivotal References: The manuscript relies heavily on old reviews and studies (from 2002-2014) for fundamental concepts, especially regarding the mechanism of action of paraquat and the rationale for antioxidant therapy.

Lacks Direct, Recent Precedent for the Combination: There are no recent references (post-2020) that explicitly study the combination of Vitamin C and Activated Charcoal. The cited studies use them separately.

Missing Key Citations for Dosage Justification: As noted before, the specific doses for Activated Charcoal (and the long-term use of the combination) are not supported by direct, contemporary citations.
	

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


	Major Issues:

Spelling and Typographical Errors: These are frequent and distracting.

Examples: Micrsocopically (Microscopically), isterstitial (interstitial), componenets (components), histopathologiclly (histopathologically), form (from), seperately (separately), long toxicity (lung toxicity), haemorahes (hemorrhages).

Inconsistent and Non-Standard Terminology:

Mixing British and American English spelling (e.g., oedema vs. edema, haemorrhage vs. hemorrhage). This should be made consistent based on the target journal's style.

Inconsistent capitalization (e.g., material and methods should be Materials and Methods).

Use of non-standard phrases like "gets worsened" (becomes worse/worsens), "present with" (exhibit/show), "which gets worsened" (which worsened).

Awkward Sentence Structure and Grammar:

Example from Abstract: "Group 2 animals present with severe reduction in feed/ water intake, respiratory distress, Squeaking sound and generalized weakness of the body, paralysis, anorexia and bloody nasal discharges, which gets worsened with duration of the experiment..."

Problem: Run-on sentence, incorrect verb tense ("present"), odd capitalization ("Squeaking sound"), and clumsy clause ("which gets worsened").

Improved: "Group 2 animals exhibited severe reductions in feed and water intake, respiratory distress, squeaking sounds, generalized body weakness, paralysis, anorexia, and bloody nasal discharge. These clinical signs worsened over the duration of the experiment."

Formatting and Flow Problems:

The "Discussion" section (3.3) begins with unexplained headings "B" and "A" and contains results that should be in the "Results" section.

Figure/plate captions contain placeholder errors (vv, broken .emf image links, a reference to "Group 5").

Consequences of Poor Language Quality:

Reduced Credibility: Reviewers and readers may question the rigor of the science if the presentation is careless.

Misunderstanding: Ambiguous phrasing can lead to misinterpretation of methods or results.

Increased Reviewer Burden: Reviewers will likely recommend "extensive English editing," which can delay or jeopardize publication.

Recommendation:

The manuscript requires professional proofreading and editing by a native English speaker or a scientific editing service before submission to a journal. The edits should focus on:

Correcting all spelling and grammatical errors.

Ensuring consistency in terminology and spelling style.

Improving sentence clarity and conciseness, breaking up long, complex sentences.

Fixing formatting issues and ensuring the text correctly references figures and tables.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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