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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.


	1-It contributes valuable insights into the use of Neem (Azadirachta indica) leaf powder as a natural immunomodulator in Japanese quail. 

2- The effective herbal alternatives is critical for sustainable poultry production with increasing restrictions on antibiotics in animal feed. 

3-The study found no significant enhancement in antibody titre against Ranikhet disease in quail. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No
Impact of Dietary Neem Leaf Powder on Antibody Titre Against Ranikhet Disease in Japanese Quail.
	

	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.


	No, it is not fully comprehensive or aligned with common scientific abstract standards
1- A brief explanation of why the study is important as the need for natural alternatives to antibiotics).

2-  Objective : A clear, one-sentence objective ("to evaluate the effect of neem leaf powder on immune response in quail").

3- More details on bird numbers, experimental groups, feeding regimen, vaccination schedule, and testing methods.

4- Explicit conclusion reflecting findings and their implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is mostly scientifically correct but there are a few poinnnts: 

1-The study finds no significant effect, but the discussion compares it mostly with positive-effect studies, without sufficient explanation for the discrepancy.

2-Discuss possible reasons why neem did not work in this case as too low dosage, species difference, etc.).

3-Sometimes uses "Ranikhet disease" or "Newcastle disease". Since this is for a scientific audience, use Newcastle disease primarily and refer to Ranikhet as a local term early on
4-There's no mention of ethical approval for animal use, which is typically expected in scientific manuscripts involving live animals.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are moderately sufficient. The references are somewhat outdated.
	 

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


	The language could be more clearer and more scientific. Break down the long sentences into short sentences.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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