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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 topic is relevant to public health and agricultural safety, and the manuscript attempts to connect exposure pathways, cancer mechanisms, and regulatory issues in one review. That integrated aim is useful. However, the present version is not strong enough for publication because the review method is not reported and several citations do not support the statements made. The paper may become useful only after a major rebuild of the evidence base and a full correction of the references.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

The title promises a U.S.-focused assessment, but the body of the paper often shifts to global or non-U.S. material. Please keep the review centered on U.S. agricultural populations, or revise the title and scope accordingly.
	

	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

The abstract is generally clear, but it should briefly state how the literature was identified and selected.
	

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

Consider adding 'United States' and 'review' to the keywords to improve retrieval.
	

	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
	1

Pages 1-2: The introduction would benefit from one or two concrete U.S. statistics on agricultural worker exposure burden and pesticide-related disease surveillance.

The introduction is readable, but it does not explain clearly why another review is needed. Please identify the precise gap in the existing literature. For example, is the gap about cumulative exposure, mixture effects, cancer site specific evidence, or weak protection of vulnerable workers in the U.S.?
	

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

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

The review does not separate pesticide classes, active ingredients, and other agrochemicals with enough precision. Fertilizers, herbicides, insecticides, and fungicides are grouped together, but the evidence base and mechanisms differ. Please tighten this distinction throughout the paper.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2

The literature cited is recent, but its value is weakened by several irrelevant and mismatched references.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1

The paper is presented as a mini-review, but no review method is reported. Please state the databases searched, search terms, time window, inclusion criteria, and how sources were selected. Without this, the review cannot be evaluated for completeness or bias.

The review would be stronger with at least one conceptual figure showing the exposure pathways and one evidence map or summary figure showing the strength of evidence by cancer type and agrochemical class.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1

Sections 2 to 8 read more like a general narrative overview than a critical review. The paper summarizes topics, but it rarely compares studies, effect sizes, exposure metrics, study design strengths, conflicting findings, or major confounders. Please increase analytical synthesis.

The epidemiology section (Section 4) is too general. Statements on non-Hodgkin lymphoma, leukemia, prostate cancer, and other tumors should be linked to named key studies or meta-analyses, with a clearer explanation of where the evidence is strong, mixed, or weak.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2

The conclusion is stronger than the evidence base assembled in the paper. The phrase that a growing body of evidence links agrochemical exposure to increased cancer risk may be acceptable in a broad sense, but the manuscript has not yet synthesized the evidence rigorously enough to support some of its more confident policy claims. Please moderate the conclusion and align it with the actual quality of evidence reviewed.
	

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

Limitations are only partly discussed. The paper notes weaknesses in the literature, but it does not state the limitations of the review itself.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	1

Table 1 is useful in principle, but it is oversimplified and not adequately supported. The table needs direct citations for each claimed cancer association and mechanism. Some entries are too categorical for an area where the literature remains mixed. Please cite the source used to construct Table 1 or add row-level citations within the table.

The reference list needs a full manual audit. There are multiple mismatches, some unrelated sources, inconsistent formatting, and a visible heading error. Until the references are corrected, the scientific reliability of the manuscript remains in doubt.

Page 3, the sentence citing refs. [9,10] is problematic. Ref. [10] is titled 'Antibiotic Use in Livestock and Environmental Antibiotic Resistance: A Narrative Review.' This source does not support a statement on U.S. agrochemical application and exposure risk. Please replace it with a relevant source.

Page 4, the groundwater contamination sentence cites refs. [14,15]. Ref. [15] is on microplastics and antimicrobial resistance, not pesticide contamination of private wells. This is a clear citation mismatch and it must be corrected.

Page 6, the statement on prostate cancer cites ref. [22]. Ref. [22] is about nitrate use and colorectal cancer in the United States. It does not support a statement on prostate cancer and endocrine-disrupting agrochemicals. Please correct this citation.

Page 6, the dose-response paragraph cites ref. [24], which is a general article on dose-response relationships. It is not sufficient support for a specific statement on agrochemical exposure and cancer risk. A pesticide-specific source is needed here.

Page 8, the epigenetic section cites refs. [30] and [31], but these references are on heavy metal exposure and microbial dysbiosis. They do not directly support agrochemical-induced epigenetic carcinogenesis. Please replace them with directly relevant literature.

Page 8, the section on vulnerable populations cites ref. [34]. That reference concerns predictive modeling of pediatric cancer risk and does not support the statement on migrant and seasonal workers, PPE, language barriers, and healthcare access. Please use an occupational health source instead.

Page 9, the sentence on structural inequalities cites ref. [37], which is on gender differences in oxidative stress in relation to cancer susceptibility. This is not the right source for the social and regulatory point being made.

Page 9, the regulatory section has serious citation problems. Ref. [38] is about pesticide use and degradation strategies, not the legal U.S. EPA framework under FIFRA. Ref. [39] is a paper on cholera in Nigeria and cannot support a statement on advanced toxicological models in U.S. pesticide regulation.

Page 11: The heading 'REFERNCES' should be corrected to 'REFERENCES.'

	

	14. 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
	2

The paper needs language polishing.
	



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, but only if the manuscript is revised to maintain a strict U.S. focus throughout the paper.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The abstract is readable, but it does not explain how the literature was identified and it sounds more conclusive than the review actually demonstrates.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The manuscript has major scientific problems because several references do not support the claims for which they are cited. See page 3 refs. [9,10], page 4 refs. [14,15], page 6 ref. [22], and page 9 refs. [38,39].
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The list includes recent papers, but several are irrelevant, mismatched, or unsuitable for the statements made in the text. The references need a full manual audit.
	

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

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

	Yes. Although this is a review article, there are serious scholarly integrity concerns because multiple citations do not match the claims they are used to support. This problem must be treated seriously.
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Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The subject is important, but the manuscript is not reliable in its current form. The review lacks a stated search strategy, offers limited critical synthesis, and contains repeated citation mismatches and unrelated references. These defects materially weaken the credibility of the article. 
	


Reviewer details:
Ochuko Felix Orikpete, University of Port Harcourt, Nigeria
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