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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.


	The manuscript investigates the neurotoxic effects of silver oxide nanoparticles (Ag₂O NPs) on the cerebral ganglia of Lissachatina fulica. The topic is relevant, as nanoparticle toxicity in terrestrial invertebrates remains an area of growing concern, particularly given the increasing environmental release of engineered nanomaterials. Studying histological alterations in a widely distributed terrestrial snail species may contribute to understanding the ecological risks of nanoparticle exposure.

However, the broader scientific relevance of the work is not fully developed. The manuscript does not clearly position the study within current nano-ecotoxicology research, nor does it sufficiently explain why Lissachatina fulica represents an appropriate model for assessing neurotoxicity of Ag₂O nanoparticles. The ecological or environmental implications of the findings remain largely implied rather than critically discussed. Strengthening the conceptual framework would significantly improve the manuscript’s impact.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title reflects the main content of the study and clearly states the tested material, biological model, and target organ. It is generally appropriate. However, the study appears to rely exclusively on qualitative histological observations. If no quantitative histopathological scoring or biochemical analysis is included, the title might slightly overstate the toxicological depth of the investigation. The scope of the study is primarily morphological rather than mechanistic.


	

	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 summarizes the histological findings and describes progressive tissue damage at increasing concentrations and exposure times. It provides a general overview of the observed changes, which is useful. However, the abstract lacks essential methodological details, such as the number of replicates, route of nanoparticle administration (injection vs. topical application), and whether any quantitative analysis was performed.

There is also some inconsistency between the stated objectives in the Introduction and the content of the results. The Introduction mentions waterborne and dietary exposure pathways, but the methods section describes nanoparticle administration by injection. This discrepancy should be clarified both in the abstract and throughout the manuscript to avoid confusion.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Several methodological and conceptual concerns need to be addressed.

1) the experimental design lacks clarity. The manuscript states that treatments were applied topically using a stainless-steel needle, while later sections indicate that nanoparticles were administered by injection. This inconsistency must be resolved. The exposure route is critical for interpreting toxicological outcomes.

2) nanoparticle characterization is completely absent. There is no information on particle size distribution, surface charge, aggregation behavior, or stability in suspension. Without physicochemical characterization, it is difficult to interpret toxicity results or compare them with other studies.

3) the study appears to rely solely on qualitative histological observations. No quantitative scoring system, morphometric analysis, or statistical evaluation of histopathological severity is presented. Although mortality is mentioned, no LC₅₀ values or statistical analysis of survival data are provided. For a toxicological study, quantitative analysis is essential.

4) the discussion does not sufficiently relate the observed histological alterations to possible mechanisms of nanoparticle-induced neurotoxicity, such as oxidative stress, ion release, or inflammatory responses. The findings are described, but mechanistic interpretation remains limited.

Finally, there are inconsistencies in exposure duration reporting. Some sections mention 15 ppm for 48 hours, while others refer to 15 ppm for 72 hours. These discrepancies need correction to ensure clarity and reproducibility.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes several relevant studies on molluscicidal activity and nanoparticle transfer in food chains. However, many references focus on plant-based molluscicides rather than nanoparticle neurotoxicity. The literature review would benefit from including more recent studies specifically addressing silver nanoparticle neurotoxicity, oxidative stress biomarkers, and histopathological effects in invertebrates.

In addition, some citations appear incomplete or outdated, and formatting inconsistencies are present. The reference section requires careful revision.


	

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


	The manuscript requires substantial language editing. There are numerous grammatical errors, inconsistent capitalization, punctuation issues, and sentence fragments throughout the text. Some sections are repetitive, and certain descriptions lack clarity. Technical terminology is sometimes imprecise. Professional language revision is strongly recommended before further consideration.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The figures are not clearly presented in the provided text, and the labeling of histological images appears disorganized. Abbreviations such as GNC and CTC should be defined clearly and consistently. The graphical abstract (paraffin embedding representation) does not directly reflect the core findings of the study and may not be necessary.

The study would be significantly strengthened by including quantitative histopathological scoring, clearer statistical analysis, proper nanoparticle characterization, and a more structured discussion linking findings to established toxicological mechanisms.
The study addresses a relevant topic in nano-ecotoxicology but has significant methodological limitations, insufficient quantitative analysis, inconsistencies in experimental description, and language issues.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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