
	Name:
	UTTAR PRADESH JOURNAL OF ZOOLOGY

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_UPJOZ_5099

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Identification of a novel medicinal drug from ZnO nanoparticle against the mutated Lung cancer protein, CHRNA5 (Cholinergic Receptor Nicotinic Alpha 5 Subunit) of humans and Gorilla gorilla using Bioinformatics tools

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript presents a significant advancement for the scientific community by identifying a novel medicinal compound derived from ZnO nanoparticles targeting the mutated CHRNA5 protein an important oncogenic factor in lung cancer in both humans and Gorilla gorilla. By employing bioinformatics tools, the study not only offers a promising therapeutic candidate but also highlights a comparative genomic approach that could enhance our understanding of cross-species cancer mechanisms. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title of your article is informative but a bit long and could be streamlined for clarity and impact.
Suggested Title

"Comparative Bioinformatics Approach to Identify a ZnO Nanoparticle Drug Targeting Mutant CHRNA5 in Humans and Gorillas"
	

	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.


	There are some areas where it can be improved for clarity, flow, scientific precision, and impact.
Suggestions

1. Clarify Scientific Rationale & Objectives: The first sentence, "focuses on the CHRNA5 protein's capacity to prevent lung cancer", is misleading  CHRNA5 mutations are typically associated with lung cancer risk, not prevention. This needs correction.
2. Improve Structure and Logical Flow: a clearer sequence (background → aim → methods → results → conclusion) would make it easier to follow
3. Be More Specific in Methods and Results:  Mentioning specific tools (e.g., protein modeling software, docking server name, ligand name if applicable) would add scientific value. Specify docking scores or key metrics if space allows they support your conclusion.

4. Clarify Terminology and Reword for Precision:   Terms like “type 2 lung cancer” are unclear  do you mean non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC)? “Probable mutant areas” is not clear; specify if possible (e.g., mutation types or positions).

5. Avoid Repetition: CHRNA5 is explained twice. Combine and streamline to save space.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Partially.
The manuscript can be scientifically valid if revised with:

· Accurate biological framing

· Transparent methodology

· Detailed results (mutation sites, docking scores)

· Clear separation between computational findings and therapeutic conclusions


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Recommendation:
Replace some of these with peer-reviewed, indexed journal articles from PubMed, Scopus, or Web of Science on:

· Bioinformatics in drug discovery

· ZnO nanoparticle mechanisms in cancer therapy

· Comparative oncology using primate models

Your references are mostly sufficient and up-to-date, but the scientific depth and citation quality could be improved. Adding about 5–7 high-impact references (from journals like Nature Genetics, Cancer Research, Nanomedicine, Nucleic Acids Research) would strengthen the credibility and technical depth of your manuscript.
	

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


	Recommendation:

Before submission, you should:

Proofread the entire manuscript or use a professional language editing service.

Focus on:

· Sentence clarity

· Subject–verb agreement

· Scientific precision

· Avoiding redundancy and awkward transitions


	

	Optional/General comments


	(i)  Add more keywords

(ii) Write the caption of Figure in similar manner and cite it into the text

(iii) Give brief discussion of the results.

(iv) Follow same pattern of references.
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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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