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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 timely issue in toxicology, focusing on the growing disparity between what can be measured analytically and what is biologically meaningful. This is a relevant concern as analytical technologies continue to detect lower and lower concentrations of chemicals in human and environmental samples, while the biological significance of these levels remains uncertain. 
The integration of various scientific disciplines—such as toxicology, physiology, psychology, and regulatory science—adds value to the discussion. It addresses a gap that is central to contemporary discussions on public health, risk assessment, and regulatory frameworks.
	



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
	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
	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
	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
	4
	

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

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

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	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.
	Yes. title, "The Toxins Conundrum: Bridging the Gap Between Analytical Detection and Biological Significance", is suitable as it clearly reflects the focus of the manuscript. It captures the essence of the issue discussed (the detection of toxins vs. their biological impact) and is engaging.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but it could be slightly more concise. The abstract provides a good overview of the manuscript’s content, outlining the issue, the interdisciplinary approach, and the specific aspects discussed (e.g., detoxification systems, gut microbiome). However, it could be shortened slightly for clarity and impact, removing redundant phrases. Additionally, it could briefly mention the conclusion or key recommendations for future research or policy.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. Based on the content presented, the manuscript is scientifically correct. It aligns well with current research in toxicology, physiology, and regulatory science. The discussion of detoxification systems and the role of the gut microbiome is grounded in established scientific principles. However, providing more case studies or examples would strengthen the argument and support the claims made.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references appear sufficient but could benefit from a stronger emphasis on recent literature.  While the manuscript references existing research, the references could be more up-to-date to ensure the discussion reflects the latest developments in the field. It would be helpful to include studies from the last 3-5 years to reflect current trends in toxicology and advancements in detection methods. More references to recent reviews or meta-analyses would also help reinforce the argument.
	

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

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

	No. There do not appear to be any ethical issues in this manuscript. The content discusses scientific concepts, literature reviews, and interdisciplinary perspectives, which are all standard in academic writing. There is no mention of any experimental data or human/animal studies that could raise ethical concerns.
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