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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 research tackles a significant issue in public health and environmental toxicology by examining the hepatic and metabolic toxicity induced by arsenic, a prevalent concern linked to contaminated water supplies.

The employment of zebrafish as an experimental model enhances the translational relevance of the results, considering its increasing acceptance in toxicological and pharmacological studies.

Moreover, the research presents valuable evidence that supports the therapeutic potential of Moringa oleifera, a readily available medicinal plant, as a natural agent for hepatoprotection and lipid-lowering effects.

In summary, the manuscript adds to the growing domain of phytotherapeutics and environmental toxicology by providing experimental validation for a plant-based approach to combat heavy metal toxicity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and informative.
	

	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 thorough and organized effectively. It distinctly presents the background, aim, methodology, principal findings, and conclusion.

Consider briefly including the statistical significance (p < 0.05) in the results section of the abstract to enhance scientific rigor.

The abstract could be made more concise by minimizing the repetition of phrases like "arsenic-induced biochemical alterations."

Incorporating a line that emphasizes the novelty, such as a long-term exposure model or a dose-dependent effect in adult zebrafish, would increase its impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound.

The experimental design is appropriate, with adequate group size, controls, and dose selection.

Ethical approval (IAEC) is clearly stated, satisfying ethical research standards.
The methodology is comprehensive and can be replicated.

The chosen biochemical parameters (TC, TG, ALT, AST) are pertinent and well-supported.

The statistical analysis conducted through one-way ANOVA with post hoc testing is suitable.

Incorporating oxidative stress markers (such as SOD, CAT, MDA) or histopathological findings would enhance the mechanistic interpretation, although this is recognized in the conclusion.

Providing clarification on whether MOLE was tested independently (without arsenic) would enhance the completeness of the study, although it does not undermine the current results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are largely sufficient and relevant.
	

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


	The quality of the language is appropriate for academic discourse.

The manuscript is well-drafted, coherent, and logically organized.

The terminology used is suitable for a scientific audience.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript complies with ethical standards and exhibits transparency in the reporting of experiments.               The figures and tables are pertinent and correctly cited, although the captions for the figures could benefit from being a bit more detailed.                                                                                                                                                  The conclusion succinctly encapsulates the findings and suitably proposes directions for future research.                       In summary, this study is well-structured and significant, warranting publication following minor revisions.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

None
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