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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 important issue in poultry health management by evaluating a natural alternative to antibiotics for mitigating bacterial infection–induced hematological disturbances. The findings contribute to the growing body of research on phytogenic feed additives and their immunomodulatory effects in broilers. Given increasing concerns regarding antimicrobial resistance, this study provides relevant data supporting curcumin as a potential supportive therapy. The work is particularly relevant for sustainable poultry production systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. However, it could be improved by specifying preventive and therapeutic supplementation.
Lines 1–2

The title is clear and informative. However, it could be strengthened by explicitly indicating that both preventive and therapeutic supplementation were evaluated.

Suggested revision:

“Hematological Effects of Preventive and Therapeutic Curcumin Supplementation in Escherichia coli–Infected Broiler Chickens”
	

	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 covers the main aim and outcomes but requires language refinement, improved structure, and inclusion of statistical clarity. Minor revision is recommended.
Lines 5–18

The abstract conveys the general aim and outcomes but is written in overly simple language and contains fragmented sentences.

The study design should be stated more formally.

Statistical significance should be indicated where relevant.

The conclusion should be more concise and quantitative.

Example improvement:

Replace conversational phrasing such as “This study was about curcumin and how it affects the blood…” with a structured scientific summary.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the experimental design and methodology are generally sound. However, clarity in methods, statistical analysis, and data interpretation requires improvement.
Line 20

Keywords are insufficient and partially redundant.

Suggestion:

Add terms such as “broiler chickens,” “hematology,” “colibacillosis,” and “phytogenic feed additives.”
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are relevant but somewhat outdated. Inclusion of more recent studies from the last five years is recommended.
	

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


	The language requires substantial improvement. The manuscript contains informal phrasing, grammatical errors, and repetition. Professional language editing is strongly recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents useful data but requires major language revision and improved scientific presentation to meet journal standards.
Introduction

Lines 23–45

The introduction provides appropriate background but contains repetition and informal phrasing.

Sentences such as “This is a deal because it costs a lot of money” are not suitable for scholarly writing.

The rationale for selecting hematological parameters should be stated more clearly.

Lines 46–65

The justification for curcumin use is appropriate, but citations should be integrated more smoothly and with consistent formatting.

Materials and Methods

Lines 70–85

Experimental grouping is generally clear, but the description should be tightened.

Housing conditions (temperature, lighting, biosecurity) are insufficiently described.

The strain, dose, and route of E. coli infection should be explicitly stated.

Lines 86–105

Hematological methods are cited, but specific instruments, calibration procedures, and units should be standardized.

Statistical Analysis

Lines 112–115

The statistical section is too brief.

Results

Lines 120–135

The results section contains excessive repetition of objectives rather than direct presentation of findings.

Results should be stated numerically first, followed by interpretation.

Some findings described as “very significant” should include exact P values.

Lines 150–170 (Erythrocyte Indices)

This section is important But need to properly  written.

Group identifiers (T0, T1, etc.) should be defined once and used consistently.

Grammar and clarity need substantial revision.

Table 1

Lines 185–210

Table is informative but needs improvement.

Units should be standardized and clarified.

Superscripts should be explained more clearly in the footnote.

Minor alignment issues are present.

Figure 1

Line 215

Figure title is acceptable, but axis labels and units should be clearly visible and described in the caption.

Discussion

Lines 220–275

The discussion is relevant but verbose and conversational.

Several sentences restate results rather than interpret them.

Mechanistic explanations (oxidative stress, immune modulation) should be better supported with references.

The discussion would benefit from a clearer comparison with prior poultry studies.

Conclusion

Lines 280–285

The conclusion is appropriate but should avoid repetition of the discussion.

Suggestion:

Focus on applied relevance and implications for antibiotic reduction strategies.

References

Lines 290 onward

References are generally appropriate but not recent.

Several citations are over 10 years old.

Formatting inconsistencies are present.

At least 2–3 recent (last 5 years) poultry or phytogenic additive studies should be added.
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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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