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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 effectively integrates data analysis with literature context, presenting a clear progression from experimental results to mechanistic interpretation. Quantitative evidence, statistical significance, and cross‑referencing with the micronucleus assay collectively strengthen the argument for the protective efficacy of MAF‑AgNPs, with treatment timing highlighted as a critical factor.
	 





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	        4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	        4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	        3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	       4
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	       YES
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	        YES (Authors are Cited latest references, but without full address like volume, and other Info.)
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	      NO
	





PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	Review Comments:
The Study on “Antimutagenic Potential of Green Synthesized Silver Nanoparticles from Martynia annua Fruit Extract Against DMBA-Induced Mutagenicity in Swiss Albino Mice” 
Major comments:
· Consider shortening for conciseness while retaining keywords for SEO in databases like PubMed: "Antimutagenic Effects of Martynia annua Fruit-Mediated Silver Nanoparticles Against DMBA-Induced Mutagenicity in Mice." This reduces redundancy ("Green Synthesized" to "Fruit-Mediated"; "Swiss Albino Mice" to "Mice" if space-constrained).
· Ensure "Green Synthesized" is justified in the abstract/methods (e.g., eco-friendly reduction without chemicals).
Minor comments:
· Use "Silver Nanoparticles" consistently (capitalize only if journal style requires).
· Add hyphen: "Fruit-Extract" for compound modifier.
Results and Discussion Review
This section integrates data presentation, interpretation, and literature context well, showing a logical flow from raw data to mechanisms and comparisons. Strengths include quantitative details from Table 1/Figs, statistical significance implications, and cross-referencing with micronucleus assay. It builds a strong case for MAF-AgNPs' protective role, emphasizing treatment timing.
Major Comments (Structural/Scientific Revisions)
· Data presentation and consistency: Table 1 caption is incomplete/inline—move to proper table format with full details (e.g., "Values are mean ± SD, n=6; *p<0.05 vs. carcinogen control"). In text, clarify statistical tests (e.g., "significantly elevated" → "significantly elevated, p<0.001 by ANOVA"). Verify numbers: Normal group has "baseline chromosomal damage" at 4.50% aberrant cells—state if this is truly "normal" or spontaneous (common in bone marrow assays).
· Citation dates: Future dates (e.g., Singh et al., 2026; Jauregui Romo et al., 2025) may flag pre-print status—confirm publication or use "in press." Ensure all citations are in reference list.
· Mechanistic claims: Link antioxidants explicitly to data (e.g., "This correlates with our prior antioxidant assays [cite]"). Avoid overstatement: "Stabilization of DNA repair mechanisms" needs evidence (e.g., comet assay data?).
· Gap: —how does MAF-AgNPs outperform other plant-AgNPs (e.g., quantitative comparison)?
Minor Comments (Language, Grammar, Style)

	Location
	Original Text
	Suggested Revision
	Reason

	Results:
3.1 Chromosomal Aberration Analysis:
	"Apart from that the carcinogen..."
	"The carcinogen control (DMBA alone) showed..."
	Grammatical fragment; add parentheses for clarity.

	
	"the percentage of aberrant cells decreased to 11.33..."
	"aberrant cells decreased to 11.33 ± 2.87%..."
	Add ± SD for all values consistently.

	
	"The throughout-treatment group..."
	"The throughout-treatment group..." → "The concurrent/throughout-treatment group..."
	Standardize term; fix spacing after %.

	Throughout
	"MAF-AgNPs"
	Ensure defined on first use (Martynia annua Fruit-AgNPs).
	Abbreviation consistency.

	Throughout
	Repetitive "protective effect" (8+ uses)
	Vary: "ameliorative," "mitigative," "genoprotective."
	Avoid redundancy.

	General
	Passive voice heavy (e.g., "Administration of MAF-AgNPs resulted...")
	Mix active: "MAF-AgNPs reduced..."
	Per journal style (e.g., Nature prefers active).



Key recommendation: 
"Discussion" Section required subsections for clarity.
This Research Article is Accepted with major Revision
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