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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.

	This manuscript offers meaningful evidence supporting the role of cultivation practices in modulating the biological activity of plant-based foods. The demonstrated anticancer and anti-inflammatory effects of mineral-supplemented carrots add new knowledge to functional food and nutraceutical research. These results are relevant to scientists working in agriculture, nutrition, pharmacology, and cancer biology.
	

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

	The current title is generally suitable, informative, and accurately reflects the main biological endpoints studied (anticancer and anti-inflammatory), as well as the biological models used (HT-29 cancer cells and murine splenocytes). It also conveys novelty through “mineral-enriched organic carrots.
	

	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.

	The abstract of the manuscript is generally comprehensive and successfully summarizes the background, aims, methodology, and major findings of the study. However, several areas could be improved to strengthen its scientific clarity and impact. The introductory section is somewhat descriptive and could be more concise, allowing greater emphasis on the novelty and key results of the work. Additionally, explicit statements regarding what distinguishes this study from prior research—particularly the innovation associated with mineral-supplemented organic cultivation—would enhance its relevance. Inclusion of selected quantitative data, where appropriate, would further reinforce the strength of the findings and increase the abstract’s informativeness. Finally, certain concluding sentences read more like part of the discussion and could be simplified to avoid redundancy and maintain focus on the main outcomes. Overall, the abstract is well-structured but would benefit from minor refinement to highlight novelty, mechanistic insights, and scientific significance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Overall, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound, and the experimental results presented are consistent with the stated objectives. The methodology is appropriate for the biological questions investigated, and the main findings related to anticancer and anti-inflammatory effects are supported by the data generated from cellular and ex vivo models. The interpretation of gene expression, cytokine regulation, and NK cell activity is coherent and aligns with known mechanistic pathways in apoptosis and immune modulation. However, it should be noted that certain mechanistic claims remain correlative rather than causative due to the absence of deeper phytochemical profiling and pathway inhibition studies. Furthermore, the lack of standardized positive controls limits the extent to which the results can be benchmarked against established therapeutic agents. Despite these limitations, the scientific rationale, experimental design, and conclusions are largely correct and fall within acceptable standards for nutraceutical and functional food research.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally sufficient and relevant to the topic, and they include a combination of foundational literature as well as more recent studies. The majority of the cited works are within an appropriate timeframe, although a portion of key references—particularly those discussing functional foods, immunomodulation, and nutraceutical applications—could be supplemented with more recent publications (from the last 3–5 years) to strengthen scientific context and update current knowledge. In addition, studies addressing the mechanistic roles of carotenoids, polyacetylenes, and trace minerals in cancer or inflammation models would further reinforce the discussion. Suggested areas for additional referencing include: (1) recent reviews or research examining carotenoid-mediated apoptosis and immune modulation, (2) updated nutraceutical or functional food-based anticancer research, and (3) emerging literature on agricultural enrichment strategies and their impacts on plant bioactivity. Overall, the current reference list is adequate, but its scientific impact could be enhanced with the inclusion of a few more contemporary sources.
	

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

	The language and English quality of the manuscript are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, coherent, and grammatically sound, with appropriate use of scientific and technical terminology. The structure and flow of the text support reader comprehension, and the manuscript avoids colloquial or informal expressions. Minor stylistic refinements could be made to improve conciseness in certain sections—particularly within the Introduction and Discussion, where some sentences are overly descriptive or repetitive—but these do not impede understanding. Overall, the manuscript meets the linguistic standards expected for academic publication, and only light editing would be necessary if revisions are requested.

	

	Optional/General comments

	



	




	PART  2: 


	
	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? 

	There do not appear to be ethical issues in this manuscript. The study involves established in vitro and ex vivo experimental models, and the animal component (splenocyte isolation) is accompanied by an Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC) approval statement, which indicates that ethical guidelines for animal use were followed. No human participants or clinical data were involved. Based on the information provided, the ethical procedures are adequate and in accordance with standard scientific practice.
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