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	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 addresses an underexplored yet culturally and public-health–relevant issue by investigating the immunomodulatory consequences of edible chalk (Nzu) consumption under chemically induced immune stress. By integrating biochemical immunological markers with splenic histopathology, the study provides mechanistic and organ-level evidence of a clear dose-dependent, biphasic immune response. The findings significantly advance current understanding of geophagy beyond anecdotal or purely toxicological perspectives, positioning edible chalk as a substance with both potential immunoprotective and immunotoxic properties depending on exposure level. This work is therefore valuable to researchers in toxicology, immunology, nutrition, and public health, particularly in regions
where geophagic practices are prevalent.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The current title is appropriate, accurate, and scientifically descriptive. It clearly conveys the experimental model, exposure variable, biological outcome, and study population. However, it is relatively long. If a more concise alternative is desired without loss of precision, the following could be considered:
“Dose-Dependent Immunomodulatory Effects of Edible Chalk (Nzu) in Phenylhydrazine- Induced Immune Dysfunction in Female Wistar Rats.”
	

	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, well structured, and accurately reflects the objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions of the study. It successfully highlights the dose- dependent and biphasic nature of the observed immunological effects, which is a central contribution of the work. No major additions are required. However, minor refinement could improve clarity: explicitly stating the sample size per group in the Methods section of the
abstract and briefly mentioning the splenic histopathological outcomes in the Results sentence would further strengthen completeness. No deletions are recommended.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design is appropriate, the phenylhydrazine model is well justified, and the selected immunological and histopathological endpoints are relevant and correctly interpreted. The dose-dependent effects are consistently supported by biochemical and morphological data. Statistical methods are standard and suitable for the study design. Minor clarifications could be made regarding the rationale for selected edible chalk doses and the exact composition of the chalk used, but these do not undermine the scientific validity of the conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, relevant, and generally up to date, with appropriate citation of foundational literature and recent reviews in immunotoxicology, oxidative stress, and geophagy. The inclusion of recent works (2021–2024) strengthens the manuscript. As an optional enhancement, the authors may consider adding one or two recent references on
heavy-metal–induced immunotoxicity or gut–immune interactions related to mineral ingestion to further contextualize the findings, but this is not strictly necessary.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language quality is suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is written in clear, formal academic English, with appropriate use of scientific terminology and logical flow. Only minor stylistic edits may be required to improve conciseness in a few sections, but no substantive language revision is needed.
	

	Optional/General comments
	
The manuscript is scientifically sound, methodologically robust, and addresses a relevant and underexplored topic with clear public health implications. The experimental design, data interpretation, and integration of biochemical and histopathological findings are strong. Only minor revisions are recommended, mainly related to clarity, conciseness, and small methodological clarifications, none of which affect the core scientific validity or conclusions of the study.
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