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	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.


	Fairly good information based on available phytochemicals – namely ginger, garlic, and turmeric as a combinatorial neuroprotective strategy against lead-induced cerebellar toxicity. 

Authors have ntegrated both qualitative histological findings and quantitative morphometric data. 

Finding join gap in neurotoxicology in domains tha are more or less underexplored. 

The dose-dependent restoration of Purkinje cells provides fairly acceptable evidence for the therapeutic solution of these extracts in l neurotoxic cases

 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Present title – okay. 

Can better be:

"Neuroprotective Effects of Combined Ginger, Garlic, and Turmeric Extracts on Lead-Induced Cerebellar Damage in Rats: A Histological and Morphometric Analysis"

Try telling readers  the intervention, the condition, the model organism, and the methodology to the extent possible


	

	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.


	Abstract more or less okay — some suggestions:

· Please write the sentence as:
“Groups 3–5 received combined phytobiotic extracts at 300, 400, and 500 mg/kg body weight, respectively, following a 14-day lead exposure.”
· Secondly, consider briefly mentioning that a negative control (i.e., untreated group) and a phytobiotic-only group were included. This will make the study design appear more complete.

· In the Results section, the current sentence:
“Co-administration of the phytobiotic formulation... markedly preserved cerebellar cytoarchitecture.”
may be revised for clarity. I suggest:
“Treatment with the phytobiotic formulation led to dose-dependent preservation of cerebellar architecture and significant restoration of Purkinje cell density and morphology.”
· Kindly bring more clarity to the Conclusion part.
Suggested wording:
“These findings highlight their potential as accessible therapeutic agents for managing lead-induced neurotoxicity.”

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes – however, a few minor issues are noted in this review:

· Biochemical assays, such as SOD and MDA, were not performed to complement the histological findings. Including these would have strengthened the mechanistic insights.

· The authors used a single-sex animal model, i.e., only male rats were included. This might limit the generalizability of the observations across sexes.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Add a reference for SOD, GPx, or MDA assays. This will help demonstrate how biochemical assays complement histopathology in this type of study.

Also, include a reference on the sex-specific effects of lead neurotoxicity 
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