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	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.


	The subject is relevant, since it deals with the risk of exposure to hazardous agents in a particularly vulnerable population, namely waste handlers. However, the study has a number of methodological shortcomings that need to be corrected to enhance the scientific rigor of the work.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	there's a lack of clarity regarding the location of the study (city, country).

Title: Cytological Assessment of Nuclear Abnormalities in the Buccal Epithelial Cells of Waste Handlers at ESUTH Teaching Hospital and ESUT College of Medicine, Parklane, (city, country).


	

	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.
	Despite a well-established objective, the lack of contextualization weakens the scope of the study, and the results are not presented clearly or coherently.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The article presents several methodological shortcomings, particularly with regard to the choice of controls, which is not sufficiently justified. The methodology lacks essential details, such as the context of the study, inclusion and exclusion criteria for cases and controls, and justification for the choice of locations. In addition, the sample size - limited to 30 cases - is too small to establish a solid link between the observed effects and exposure to toxic waste, especially as other confounding factors, such as smoking, could produce similar results. Finally, no bias control measures were implemented, which compromises the validity of the conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	For bibliographic references, it is recommended to add the DOI for scientific articles, as well as the mention "accessed on [date]" for web sources, in order to guarantee the traceability and reliability of citations.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The technical terms used must be validated from recognized scientific sources to guarantee their relevance and accuracy.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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