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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 presents a technically sound study study on a topic of relevance and general interest to the readers of the journal. The development of an ingestion-based internal radiation exposure model in C. elegans represents a meaningful and potentially useful research direction. The methodology demonstrates scientific soundness and promise, but the lack of supporting scientific references weakens reproducibility, statistical transparency, and methodological justification. In light of the above concerns, the manuscript remains unsuitable for acceptance in its current form.
	



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
	
3
	


Review Form (Research)
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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
	
4
	

	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
	
3
	

	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
	
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
	
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
	

4
	

	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.
	NO
The title has partially reflected the research question and study type, because it has conveyed the general focus on chronic internal radiation exposure and its biological effects. However, the lack in specificity regarding the underlying mechanisms requires further validation. Additionally, clearer indication of the study design, like
addition of ingestion-based model in C. elegans, has
	



	
	remained necessary to accurately represent the scope of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO

The abstract accurately represents the manuscript and summarizes the results and methods, but it could be improved by providing clearer protocol design details, moderating discussion claims, and mention study limitations to improve its overall comprehensiveness and impact.
	

	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.
	
NO
The references are not sufficient across the manuscript. The Materials and Methods section lack appropriate citations to support reproducibility, clarity, statistical transparency, and methodological justification.
Additionally, the Results section does not include adequate supporting references to ensure scientific consistency and proper contextualization of findings. While some references may be recent, the overall citation coverage remains incomplete and should be expanded to strengthen the scientific rigor and documentation of the study.
Furthermore, although the Results and Discussion section explains oxidative stress and technical aspects well, Table 1 presented in the Methods section has not been referenced or discussed, which limits proper interpretation of the results and should be discussed.
	

	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 issues have been identified in the manuscript. The study used C. elegans, which typically not required strict ethical approval.
However, radiation safety considerations need further inclusion of an ethical compliance statement confirming adherence to institutional or regulatory guidelines and radiation safety protocols.
	


PART 3

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

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript presents a technically sound study on a topic of relevance and general interest. The proposed ingestion-based internal radiation model in C. elegans reflects a meaningful research direction and contributes to ongoing efforts in understanding chronic internal radiation exposure. However, several critical aspects require improvement before the manuscript can be considered for publication. The title and study partially reflect the research question and overall aim, but they lack sufficient specificity regarding the experimental design, dose rate, and mechanistic insights. While the study introduces an ingestion-based model, the novelty remains moderate and requires clearer positioning within existing literature.
1). The Materials and Methods section lack adequate citation support, which is essential for ensuring reproducibility, transparency, and scientific validity. Key methodological components such as-Dose calculation, Experimental setup, Imaging and fluorescence analysis, Statistical methods (ANOVA assumptions such as variance and homogeneity) have not been sufficiently referenced or justified. Additionally, sample size determination and power analysis not explained, which raises concerns regarding experimental robustness. Without proper references and methodological clarity, reproducibility of the study becomes limited.
The Results section presents relevant findings; however, it lacks detailed statistical reporting (sample size, variance, confidence measures), proper demonstration of statistical assumptions and require appropriate supporting literature references to contextualize findings. In several instances, results presented without adequate explanation or comparison with existing studies. This weakens the scientific contribution and interpretation of the data.
3). The Results and Discussion section explains oxidative stress and related biological responses reasonably well. However, Table 1 (nematode strains) provided in the Methods section has not been properly referenced or discussed in the Results or Discussion. This omission affects the clarity and interpretation of the experimental outcomes.
Furthermore, the discussion lacks sufficient supporting citations from current literature, which are necessary to validate findings and position the study within the broader scientific context.
5) References: A significant limitation of the manuscript is lacking proper references across multiple sections. Therefore, proper referencing is essential to-ensure scientific credibility, support methodological choices, strengthen data interpretation and demonstrate awareness of existing research.

6) English Quality: However, the study lack direct validation of proposed mechanisms and needs proper validation.
The manuscript generally used understandable language but still requires improvement in grammar and sentence structure to maintain scientific consistency.
I found the paper overall informative and well written still minor revision in the section of abstract requires further clarification for sufficient detail on the protocol design and needs clearer integration of the results with the discussion. Therefore, further revision required to improve clarity, completeness, and overall coherence.
Moreover, I felt honestly, to conclude the manuscript after further inclusion of dose–response analysis, better mechanistic validation to strengthen support for the general findings related to oxidative stress and tissue-specific effects. Finally, I consider this manuscript to contain promising scientific information and recommend it for publication after strong major revision.
I would like to thank you and your team members, and I hope my comments will provide useful insights for assessing and refining the manuscript.
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