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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 evaluates low-dose in vitro immunotoxic effects of mancozeb in chicken splenic lymphocytes. The study addresses an important gap in avian eco-immunotoxicology, particularly regarding fungicides that are less studied compared to insecticides. The findings contribute mechanistic evidence linking oxidative stress with immune suppression. The use of an avian in vitro model provides a sensitive and ethically sound screening platform for pesticide risk assessment.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and reflects the content of the manuscript. Minor formatting correction is suggested: capitalize “Splenic Cells” and adjust “In Vitro” formatting. Suggested title: “Low-Dose Mancozeb Exposure Impairs Lymphocyte Blastogenesis and Enhances Nitric Oxide Production in Chicken Splenic Cells In Vitro.”
	

	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 is comprehensive and structured appropriately. It clearly states aims, methodology, results, and conclusions. However, inclusion of exact percentage reduction values in proliferation and increase in NO production would further strengthen quantitative clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. Experimental design, statistical analysis, and interpretation are appropriate. The linkage between oxidative stress and immunotoxicity is well supported by literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate, relevant, and include recent literature (2022–2025). The citation support for oxidative stress and endocrine disruption is appropriate.
	

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


	The language is generally good and suitable for scholarly communication. Minor grammatical polishing may further enhance readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures should ensure consistency in labeling (e.g., removal of “cow urine” mention in figure captions if not part of study). Data presentation is clear.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No major ethical concerns identified. However, mention of institutional ethical approval for use of slaughterhouse-derived samples may be clarified if required by journal policy.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues observed.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No obvious plagiarism detected based on manuscript content.
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	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8.5
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