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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that 
part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Please write a few sentences regarding the 
importance of this manuscript for the scientific 
community. Why do you like (or dislike) this 
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be 
required for this part. 
 

This manuscript addresses a crucial intersection of environmental toxicology and stress biology by 
exploring the combined effects of cadmium exposure and restraint stress on cerebral antioxidants. Its 
findings contribute to the growing body of knowledge about oxidative stress and neurological damage 
induced by heavy metals and chronic stress. The study's results could have implications for 
understanding human neurological health in environments with high cadmium exposure.. 

 

Is the title of the article suitable? 
(If not please suggest an alternative title) 

 

Yes  

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do 
you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some 
points in this section? Please write your 
suggestions here. 

 

 Clarify the Aim: Specify that the study evaluates the interaction of restraint stress and cadmium 
toxicity. 

 Clarity and Conciseness: Reducing repetitive phrasing, such as multiple mentions of "significant 
(p<0.05) decrease," to streamline readability. 

 

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 
appropriate? 

 Results: Adding descriptive subheadings (e.g., "Antioxidant Enzyme Activity," "Histological 
Findings") could improve readability. 

 Methods: Provide more detail about the restraint stress protocol (e.g., wire mesh dimensions) to 
enhance reproducibility. 

 

Please write a few sentences regarding the 
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do 
you think that this manuscript is scientifically 
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 
sentences may be required for this part. 

 The decrease in antioxidant enzymes like SOD, CAT, and GPx is consistent with known oxidative 
stress pathways. 

 The histological findings support biochemical results, strengthening the manuscript's overall 
reliability. 

 The discussion successfully links the findings to broader implications, although additional 
exploration of potential molecular mechanisms would be beneficial. 

 

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you 
have suggestions of additional references, please 
mention them in the review form. 
- 

Yes  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Is the language/English quality of the article 
suitable for scholarly communications? 

 

The manuscript is generally well-written but could benefit from minor grammatical corrections and 
rephrasing for clarity. For example: 

 Replace “resulting to” with “resulting in” in the introduction. 

 Use consistent tense throughout the paper (e.g., "Results observed in Fig. 1 suggest..."). 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

The inclusion of institutional guidelines is commendable, but a sentence confirming ethical approval 
specific to the experimental protocol would strengthen compliance transparency. 
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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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