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	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.


	Pregnant rats fed lead-contaminated feed (in the form of lead acetate) are evaluated by comparing their body weight and blood parameters with those of a control group of pregnant rats. A third group of rats, also exposed to the lead-containing feed, receives Mangifera oleifera as a dietary supplement. The results show that lead exposure significantly reduces the body weight of the pregnant rats. In addition, elevated lead levels decrease the survival rate of the rat pups and impair their growth. Supplementation of the feed with Mangifera oleifera partially mitigates the harmful effects of lead exposure in both the mother rats and their offspring.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
orabi, S.H. should be Orabi, S.H.

acta scientiarum. Biological Sciences should be Acta Scientiarum Biological Sciences
	

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


	The methodology section should be formulated more concisely. The make of the ICP-MS should be given. Makers of the certified reference standards and the administered lead acetate should be given. References to the protocols for the haematology work should be given. The type of the automated analyzer should be mentioned. Reviewer’s comment

In all, the paper seems fine. Interestingly, the lead level in the control group is a bit on the high side. The methodology should be written in more detail using references where possible. The makers and makes of all the instruments and chemicals used should be given.

The number of significant figures in the tables should match (not vary) from one data point to another. Try to avoid a “0” before numbers before the digit (03.50 should be shown as 3.50). There is no section 3.1.1 (so, here sections should be renamed). The acronym PND should be defined (Fig. 1 and Fig. 2). In Fig. 2 the last part of the legend is cut off (the inset for Fig. 2 has to be expanded downwards).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

Yes, for this type of work an institutional ethics approval is needed and its reference number should be named in the manuscript..
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