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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 (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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	I see that this manuscript tackles an interesting and relevant topic by investigating the anticancer potential of chitosan nanoparticles derived from a freshwater crab species. I think this is important because most studies focus on marine sources of chitosan, while this work highlights a relatively unexplored freshwater source. I like that the authors combined nanoparticle characterization with functional assays on MCF-7 cells, linking structural properties to biological efficacy. I also believe this work has value for the scientific community as it suggests a cost-effective, natural, and potentially less toxic anticancer candidate. 
	

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

	I think the current title is informative but too long and slightly awkward. It could be refined for clarity. Suggested alternative:
“Anticancer Efficacy of Chitosan Nanoparticles from Freshwater Crab (Sartoriana spinigera): Insights into Apoptotic and Necrotic Pathways in MCF-7 Cells”
	

	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.

	I see that the abstract covers the aim, methodology, results, and conclusion. However, it feels slightly overloaded with methodological detail (e.g., flow cytometry staining steps). I think the abstract would benefit from focusing more on the key findings and implications, while briefly summarizing the methods. Deleting minor procedural details would make it more concise and impactful.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	I think the manuscript is generally scientifically correct, but there are areas that need clarification. The statistical analysis is described briefly; I believe more details on sample size, replicates, and controls would strengthen the reliability of the results. I also noticed that apoptosis percentages (e.g., 0.35%) seem very low compared to necrosis, and this discrepancy should be discussed more critically. Overall, the methodology is standard, but interpretation could be expanded, particularly in comparing with previous studies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	I see that the references are mostly sufficient and include both older and recent sources (up to 2025). However, I think the manuscript would benefit from additional recent references on nanoparticle-mediated apoptosis and necrosis in breast cancer cells, particularly those published in high-impact journals (e.g., Biomaterials, Journal of Nanobiotechnology, Cancers). Some references are also formatted inconsistently (spacing, journal names, missing DOIs).
	

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

	
I think the English is understandable but needs minor editing for scholarly communication. Some sentences are too long, and terms like “anti cancer” should be consistently written as “anticancer.” Grammar and punctuation could be polished to improve readability and flow.

	

	Optional/General comments

	
I think this is a good study with interesting findings, but it needs refinement in abstract clarity, English polishing, and deeper discussion of results.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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? 
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