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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 addresses an important and relevant toxicological question by investigating oxidative stress associated with exposure to aluminium and benzo[a]pyrene, both individually and in combination. Its investigation of Syzygium aromaticum as a potential protective intervention may contribute to the growing research on plant-derived antioxidants against environmental toxicant-induced injury. The combined-exposure approach is potentially valuable because humans are commonly exposed to multiple environmental contaminants rather than isolated toxicants. However, the scientific contribution would be strengthened considerably by addressing the methodological, ethical, statistical, and interpretational limitations identified in the manuscript.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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 = Good
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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 = Excellent
	

	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 = Good
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	1 = Poor
	

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

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Good
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	




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 wording “following Aluminium and Benzo[a]pyrene Toxicity” could be improved because the study specifically evaluates co-exposure as well as individual exposure, and “toxicity” may imply a broader toxicological assessment than the reported biochemical endpoints.
“Protective Effects of Syzygium aromaticum Extract on Oxidative Stress Biomarkers in Rats Exposed to Aluminium and Benzo[a]pyrene Individually and in Combination”
	

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

	NO,
The abstract provides the study rationale, objective, experimental groups, biomarkers, major findings, and conclusion, but it lacks some essential methodological and quantitative details. The authors should briefly report the dose and route of aluminium, BaP, and S. aromaticum extract, treatment duration, and key numerical results (e.g., mean ± SEM and relevant p-values). The statistical method should also specify the post-hoc test used. The conclusion should be phrased more cautiously, avoiding broad therapeutic claims based solely on an animal study.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO, 
The manuscript is broadly scientifically plausible, but several points require clarification or correction before it can be considered scientifically robust. In particular, the authors should justify the AlCl₃ and especially BaP doses and exposure regimen, provide appropriate animal ethics approval details, and clarify the vehicle, administration procedure, extract standardization, and protein estimation methods. The claim that combined Al and BaP exposure produces “synergistic” toxicity should not be made without an appropriate interaction/synergy analysis. Similarly, attributing the protective effect specifically to eugenol and other phytochemicals is not directly demonstrated because the extract was not chemically characterized. The statistical analysis and quantitative presentation of results should also be strengthened to support the conclusions.
NO major methodological, reporting, and interpretation issues require correction before the manuscript can be regarded as scientifically robust minor corrections could increase quality of manuscript .

The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and presents potentially useful findings regarding the protective effects of Syzygium aromaticum against oxidative stress associated with aluminium and benzo[a]pyrene exposure. However, substantial concerns remain regarding animal ethics documentation, methodological completeness, extract characterization, dose justification, quantitative presentation of results, statistical interpretation, and overstatement of synergistic and therapeutic effects. The absence of reported ethical approval is particularly concerning for an animal study and should be clarified before further consideration.
In my assessment, the manuscript has potential but requires substantial revision. 

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
	

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

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

	YES,
The study raises ethical concerns primarily due to incomplete reporting of animal ethics and welfare procedures rather than evidence of misconduct. The authors should provide a formal ethical approval statement, approval number, compliance with animal welfare guidelines, details of welfare monitoring, humane endpoints, and clarification regarding anaesthesia and euthanasia procedures before the manuscript can be considered ethically compliant.
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