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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.
	This manuscript provides valuable toxicological evidence on the systemic effects of Nicotiana tabacum aqueous leaf extract, a preparation commonly used in traditional medicine but poorly evaluated for safety. By integrating biochemical, oxidative stress, apoptotic, and histopathological endpoints, the study advances understanding of how chronic exposure to tobacco-derived herbal preparations affects hepatic, renal, and neural tissues. The findings are particularly relevant for public health, toxicology, and
ethnopharmacology, as they highlight potential risks associated with the unregulated medicinal use of tobacco. This work contributes important experimental data that can inform safety guidelines, regulatory policies, and future mechanistic research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Current title:
(Not explicitly stated, but inferred from content) Nicotinic tabacum Aqueous Leaf Extract Elicit Hepato- renal and Nuerotoxicity in rats
Assessment:
The title is generally suitable and reflects the scope of the study. However, it could be improved for clarity and precision by explicitly indicating the chronic exposure and experimental model.
Suggested alternative title:
Chronic Hepato-Renal and Neurotoxic Effects of Aqueous Nicotiana tabacum Leaf Extract in Wistar Rats
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	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.
	Is the abstract comprehensive?
Yes, the abstract covers the background, objective, methodology, major findings, and conclusion. Suggested improvements:

Remove repetitive phrasing and grammatical inconsistencies.


Clarify that a single dose (25 mg/kg) was used, as “dose-dependent” is stated despite only one experimental dose.
Briefly mention the exposure duration (12 weeks) earlier in the abstract. Consider reducing excessive biomarker listing and focusing on key outcomes.

Overall, the abstract is informative but would benefit from improved clarity, conciseness, and consistency.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is scientifically sound in concept and design, employing appropriate biochemical assays, oxidative stress markers, apoptotic indicators, and histopathological analysis. The interpretations are generally consistent with the data and supported by relevant literature.
However, there are concerns that require attention:

The claim of dose-dependent effects is not fully justified since only one treatment dose was used. Sample size inconsistencies (e.g., n = 3 in figures vs. n = 24 per group) require clarification.
Some methodological descriptions are duplicated and should be streamlined. These issues do not invalidate the study but require correction for scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and largely recent, with several citations from 2020–2025. They appropriately cover toxicology, oxidative stress, nicotine biology, and herbal medicine safety.
Suggested additional references (optional):

WHO reports on tobacco toxicity beyond smoking


OECD guidelines on repeated-dose toxicity studies


Recent reviews on herbal medicine toxicovigilance

Overall, the reference list is acceptable.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, spelling mistakes, and awkward sentence constructions. While the scientific message is understandable, the language quality is below the standard required for scholarly publication.
Recommendation:
Professional English language editing is strongly advised before acceptance.
	

	Optional/General comments
	The study addresses an important and underexplored area.
Data presentation (tables, figures, labels) needs clearer formatting and consistency. Redundancies between Results and Discussion sections should be reduced.
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