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	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 is a novel approach to therapeutic efficacy for an existing anti-cancer treatment, cyclophosphamide through its combination with zinc oxide nanoparticles. The drug specifically targeting CHRNA5 protein which is implicated in lung cancer. Implying molecular docking and structural modelling, the study offer valuable insight into interaction between drug complex and both human and gorilla CHRNA5 proteins. The cross species comparison also strengthens the potential transitional relevance of the findings for preclinical testing. These results contribute to the growing body of knowledge in precision oncology and nanomedicine, offering potential pathways for developing more effective lung cancer therapies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It is lengthy and doesn’t refelect the work. I suggest:
Identification of a ZnO Nanoparticle-Based Drug Targeting Mutant CHRNA5 in Human and Gorilla gorilla Lung Cancer via Bioinformatics Approaches
	

	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.


	Overall, the abstract is informative but it would be better if its structured and uses precise language. Terms like “type 2 lung cancer” or “nano particles efficacy” need clarification.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically credible and presents a relevant approach by using established bioinformatics tools such as UniProt, SWISS-MODEL, CB-Dock, and Discovery Studio to investigate the interaction between a ZnO nanoparticle-based drug and the mutated CHRNA5 protein in both humans and Gorilla gorilla. The protein modeling, molecular docking, and interaction analysis used in the methodology is generally appropriate for in silico drug discovery studies. However, the manuscript has some scientific and presentation weaknesses, including unclear terminology (e.g., "type 2 lung cancer"). While the findings are theoretically sound, the work would benefit from improved clarity, stronger references, and cautious interpretation of results to meet higher scientific standards. There is a lack of experimental validation to support its conclusions
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes the references are recent. However there is references from low-impact, other are from the same journal 
	

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


	The language of the article is generally understandable but not fully suitable for scholarly communication in its current form. It contains grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, redundancies, and inconsistent terminology, which can hinder clarity and professionalism. To meet academic standards, the manuscript requires thorough language editing and proofreading to improve sentence structure, flow, and precision.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article explores a relevant topic using standard bioinformatics tools, but it requires improvement in scientific clarity, language quality, and reference strength to meet scholarly publication standards.
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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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