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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.
	This manuscript addresses a relevant topic in experimental toxicology and chemoprevention by examining the effect of green synthesized silver nanoparticles from Martynia annua fruit extract on DMBA induced mutagenicity in mice. The study is of interest because it evaluates the material in an in vivo model and uses two established cytogenetic endpoints, chromosomal aberration analysis and micronucleus assay. The work therefore has potential value for researchers interested in plant based nanomaterials and genotoxicity protection. However, the manuscript requires substantial revision in methodology reporting, statistical analysis, data presentation, and language before it is suitable for publication
	





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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	





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. The title is clear and reflects the material studied, the experimental model, and the main biological outcome. It is somewhat long, but still acceptable for a research article.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The abstract presents the study aim, design, and main findings, but it needs improvement. It should state the statistical approach more clearly, report the significance of the findings more precisely, and moderate the final claim. The conclusion in the abstract should reflect that this is a single dose animal study without mechanistic confirmation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript has a reasonable experimental basis, and both cytogenetic endpoints show the same overall pattern. That is a strength. However, major revision is required before the scientific presentation can be considered adequate.
The methods section does not provide enough detail in several places. The authors state that the nanoparticle dose was selected from preliminary dose selection studies, but the basis for that choice is not shown or summarized. The manuscript also does not state whether scoring of metaphase plates and micronucleated cells was performed blinded, which is important in cytogenetic evaluation. In addition, no comparator using the crude fruit extract was included, making it difficult to determine whether the observed effect is due to the nanoparticle formulation itself or to the plant extract more generally. 
The statistical analysis also needs revision. The figures indicate that an unpaired two tailed Student’s t test was used against the carcinogen control group. For a five group design, the primary analysis should be more appropriate for multiple group comparison, such as one way ANOVA followed by a suitable post hoc test, or a non parametric alternative if assumptions are not met. The manuscript should also state whether normality and variance assumptions were checked. 
A major reporting problem is that the formulas referred to in Sections 2.7.1, 2.7.2, 2.7.3, and 2.8 are not actually shown in the manuscript. These should be inserted clearly. The micronucleus assay description also needs clarification. The authors should specify exactly which cell population was scored, how many cells per animal were counted, and whether any cytotoxicity related index was assessed. The current statement that 100 cells per mouse were examined appears limited and requires justification. 
There also appears to be an inconsistency in Table 2. The reported percentage reduction values relative to the carcinogen control do not appear to match the micronucleus percentages shown for the treated groups. These values should be recalculated and corrected. The discussion should also be strengthened. At present it mainly restates the results and attributes the effect broadly to antioxidant activity. The authors should discuss the limitations of the evidence more fully, especially the absence of molecular markers, the single dose design, and the lack of comparison with the crude extract.

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The reference list is adequate in size, but it needs improvement in relevance, consistency, and balance. Some references are recent and useful, but several citations are either old or only indirectly support the claims made in the text. The authors should review the introduction and discussion carefully to ensure that each citation directly supports the corresponding statement. Reference formatting also needs to be checked for consistency.
	

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

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

	No major ethical issue is evident from the information provided. The manuscript reports institutional animal ethics approval and refers to compliance with CCSEA guidelines. However, the reporting would be improved if the authors stated more clearly how animal welfare was monitored during the long treatment period, including humane endpoints and criteria for intervention or sacrifice if severe distress occurred.
	





PART 3. 

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a relevant question and the two biological endpoints support the same general conclusion. However, the present version has important weaknesses in reporting and analysis. The methods are not described with enough precision for full evaluation, several formulas are missing, the statistical approach is not the most suitable for the design, and at least one results table appears to contain calculation errors. The language also requires editing throughout. I recommend major revision.
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