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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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 manuscript presents a classical yet valuable ecotoxicological experiment assessing the acute toxicity of scopolamine using both in vivo and in silico approaches. By determining the LC₅₀ of scopolamine in Daphnia magna through experimental exposure and QSAR-based modeling, the study provides robust and comparable data from two complementary methods. The strong correlation between the predicted and observed toxicity values reinforces the reliability of computational tools in environmental toxicology. This work is relevant to the scientific community as it highlights the ecological risk of pharmacologically active compounds and supports the integration of alternative testing methods for toxicity assessment.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is suitable as it clearly reflects the core focus of the study—assessing the acute toxicity of scopolamine in Daphnia magna using both in silico and in vivo approaches. While alternative titles could be proposed, the current one is direct, informative, and appropriately aligned with the content of the manuscript.
	

	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.


	Yes it is. The abstract is quite clear and concise, effectively summarizing the objectives, methods, results, and conclusions of the study. It provides all the essential information needed to understand the scope and significance of the research. Therefore, it is not necessary to add or delete any content from the abstract.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, I believe the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methods used for both in vivo and in silico toxicity assessment are appropriate and well established in ecotoxicological research. The analysis appears correctly performed, and the consistency between experimental and predicted LC₅₀ values supports the reliability of the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references seem sufficient and relevant for the scope of the study. They provide a solid foundation for the methods and analysis presented. However, I would suggest adding the following recent research for further context and to enhance the manuscript: Condal, F. (2025). Dose-Dependent Cardiac Responses of Daphnia magna to Neuroactive Substances. ffhal-05030874f. This reference could be valuable as it explores similar methodologies in assessing the effects of neuroactive substances on Daphnia magna, which aligns with the focus of your study.
Condal, F. (2025). Draft Article: Effects of Alcohol, Nicotine, and Caffeine on Daphnia magna Cardiac Activity. ffhal-05046886f.

Including this reference would also be relevant, as it investigates the effects of various substances on Daphnia magna, offering further context for neuroactive and toxicological research involving this model organism.


	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the article are suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, precise, and appropriately technical for a scientific audience. The manuscript effectively conveys complex ideas and experimental details without ambiguity, maintaining a professional tone throughout. Therefore, the language is well-suited for publication in a scientific journal.
	

	Optional/General comments


	A general comment would be to suggest improving the format and quality of some of the graphs to enhance their clarity and professionalism. Higher-quality visuals can make the data presentation more effective and accessible, ensuring that the results are clearly communicated to the scientific community. A more polished appearance would also elevate the manuscript’s overall scientific presentation.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

There are no ethical issues in this manuscript. As the study involves Daphnia magna, a non-vertebrate model organism, it is not subject to the same ethical considerations as vertebrate animal testing. Furthermore, such toxicity studies typically follow established guidelines for ethical approval, so it can be assumed that the necessary ethical standards would have been adhered to.
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