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	It was noted that several key clinical chemistry values and their reported units appear potentially discordant with typical physiological ranges, with creatinine in particular presented around 18–23 mg/dL in the sub-acute dataset, alongside other unit formats (e.g., albumin/total protein in µmol/L and enzyme activities shown as µ/L) that read as unusual for routine rodent toxicology reporting. This matters because conclusions about “no toxicity” (or even apparent “improvement”) can become highly sensitive to unit transcription errors, analyzer output conventions, or kit-specific reporting formats, and even small inconsistencies may meaningfully alter the biological interpretation and downstream editorial confidence in the dataset. To reduce this risk, the authors are encouraged to audit the raw analyzer/kit output, confirm the intended units for each marker, and revise tables accordingly, ideally adding the assay/kit manufacturer details and measurement units as provided by the kit, and (where feasible) contextualizing values with expected reference ranges for the rat strain/age or a citation to standard ranges.

One issue that stood out is that the narrative interpretation in the Discussion and Conclusions appears, in places, to be misaligned with the presented results, particularly where biochemical patterns (e.g., reported significant shifts in transaminases/ALP) and the histology descriptions (e.g., congestion/inflammatory infiltration in liver; glomerular/tubular alterations in kidney at some doses) are subsequently summarized in broadly non-injurious terms. This is important methodologically because internal inconsistency can create uncertainty about whether the data are being over-interpreted (e.g., “protective” framing) or under-interpreted (e.g., downplaying dose-related tissue changes), which directly affects the credibility of the safety claim and the editor’s confidence in the manuscript’s risk assessment. The authors may wish to reconcile each interpretive statement to a specific table/figure, clarify whether observed changes fall within normal biological variability (with supporting references where possible), and consider softening the conclusion to reflect the most conservative interpretation consistent with both serum indices and tissue findings, while noting any limitations in duration or endpoint coverage.

It was observed that the GC-MS component provides a list of identified compounds with “peak value” and molecular weight, but key analytical descriptors that typically support confidence in compound identification and relative abundance, such as retention times, library/source of identification, match quality scores, and clear definition of whether “peak value” represents % area or another metric are not fully reported, and the table structure suggests possible ambiguity/duplication (e.g., repeated entries such as “phenol”). This matters scientifically because the chemical profile is being used to contextualize safety and to suggest mechanistic plausibility, yet without transparent identification criteria and semi-quantitative reporting, the GC-MS results may not robustly support causal or mechanistic inferences and could be viewed as preliminary. It may therefore strengthen the manuscript if the authors revise the GC-MS reporting to include retention times, identification library and match scores (or confidence tiering), clarify the quantitative meaning of the reported peak metric (e.g., % area), and ensure consistent compound naming without duplicates, while framing any mechanistic links as hypothesis-generating unless supported by quantitative abundance and/or targeted confirmation.
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