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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.

	There is a gap between the concentrations modern toxicology could detect and the toxic doses of both natural and manufactured products Host mechanisms permit detoxification of those compounds with a certain saturation effect Current review permits to understand some of the aspects of this problem as well as factors determining public opinion on the aspect 
	



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
	The title is quite analytical although it does not cover the whole review content
Rating: 4
	

	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
	The abstract should be more balanced covering the whole content of the review
Rating:3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Cocktail effect-human microbiome should be included and perhaps hormonal disruption could be omitted 
Rating:3
	

	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
	The background is informative Data on the effect of digestion of food and its effect on cell metabolism For instance the role of glucose utilization by hepatocyte and its effect on mitochondrial oxidation and NAD/NADH balance could be added
Rating:4
	

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Vilela P, et al. A Brief Insight into the Toxicity Conundrum: Modeling, Measuring, Monitoring and Evaluating Ecotoxicity for Water Quality towards Environmental Sustainability 2023; 15: 8881
Ahuja V, et al. Recent Advances in the Detection of Food Toxins Using Mass Spectrometry Chem Res Toxicol 2023;36:1834–1863.
Ulemuva CO, et al. Invisible Threats, Shared Fates: Strengthening One Health Defenses against Environmental Toxins Open Journal of Preventive Medicine 2025;15:241-72
Rating:3

	

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

	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
	There is description of literature screaning
N/A
	

	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
	Better synthesis is possible
Rating:2
	

	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
	More data could be included on the role of AI 
Rating:3
	

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

	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
	Fors and cons section should be included
Rating:1
	

	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
	Quality of references is good
Rating:4
	

	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
	Language is clear and understandable
Rating:4
	



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.
	The title is quite analytical although it does not cover the whole review content

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract should be more balanced covering the whole content of the review

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Data on the effect of food metabolism could be included Better organization of data and discussion of factors shaping public opinion Less space should be dedicated to special paradigms like alcohol 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	More recent references could be included for instance 
Mukherjee s, et al. Hepatocyte mitochondrial NAD+ content is limiting for liver regeneration Nature Metabolism 2025; 7 :2424–2437

	

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

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

	No ethical issues
	



Reviewer details:

Panagiotis Tsibouris , NIMTS General Hospital, Greece
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