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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.


	This study evaluates the systemic and developmental toxicity of perinatal lead exposure and the protective effects of Moringa oleifera in rats. Lead toxicity is a significant environmental health concern, especially for pregnant females and developing offspring. The findings highlight the potential role of Moringa oleifera as a supportive nutritional intervention to reduce lead-induced toxic effects.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is informative but slightly lengthy and could be made more concise while retaining the scientific focus.
Suggested Alternative Title:
“Ameliorative Effects of Moringa oleifera on Perinatal Lead-Induced Systemic and Developmental Toxicity in 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 generally clear and summarizes the study design, methodology, and key findings effectively. However, a few improvements can enhance its clarity and completeness:

Suggestions:

· Include the sample size (n=6 per group) explicitly in the abstract.

· Mention the statistical test used (One-way ANOVA).

· Provide quantitative highlights of the results where possible (e.g., percentage change or significant differences).

· Slightly shorten the methodological details and emphasize major outcomes and conclusions.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and follows a logical experimental design with control, lead-exposed, and treatment groups.

The methodology is appropriate, including animal grouping, treatment duration, hematological analysis, and mineral estimation using ICP-MS.
Points requiring clarification/improvement:
· Provide clearer details on the preparation and standardization of Moringa oleifera powder/extract.

· Specify the post-hoc test used after ANOVA (e.g., Tukey, Dunnett, Bonferroni).

· Standardize units and formatting in tables (e.g., mg/dL, µg/dL).

· Correct duplicated or incorrectly labeled figures (e.g., Fig. 01 and Fig. 02 repetition).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited are generally relevant and adequate to support the study. Many references are recent and appropriate for the topic of lead toxicity and natural protective agents.

Suggestions:

·  Include a few recent studies (2021-2024) related to:

· heavy metal toxicity mitigation by medicinal plants

· Moringa oleifera antioxidant and chelating properties


	

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


	The overall English language quality is understandable and suitable for scientific communication. However, several grammatical, formatting, and stylistic improvements are required.

Examples:

· Inconsistent capitalization (e.g., Haematological vs hematological).

· Some sentences are overly long and could be simplified.

· Minor typographical errors in tables and headings.

· Units and spacing require standard scientific formatting.

(A thorough language editing or proofreading is recommended before publication.)

	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well structured and addresses an important toxicological topic.

The results are clearly presented and supported with statistical analysis.

Figures need better formatting and clearer labeling.

Some table headings and superscript letters indicating statistical differences should be clarified.

Inclusion of graphical representations of major findings (e.g., lead levels, hematological changes) could improve readability.

Minor duplication of figure captions should be corrected.


	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Therefore, no direct ethical misconduct is evident, but documentation of ethical approval is missing and should be added. (e.g. Name of the Ethics Committee, Approval number, etc.)
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