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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 presents a significant contribution to the scientific community by synthesizing and characterizing a novel sulfa-drug derivative and evaluating its efficacy in mitigating cypermethrin-induced toxicity in domestic pigeons. The integration of computational ADMET analysis with in vivo experiments provides a comprehensive assessment of the compound's potential as a therapeutic agent. This research opens new avenues for developing veterinary therapeutics to combat pesticide poisoning, addressing a critical need in animal health and environmental toxicology. The findings also shed light on the immunomodulatory effects of the synthesized compound, contributing to a deeper understanding of inflammatory responses in pesticide-exposed organisms.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is suitable as it accurately reflects the content and scope of the research presented in the manuscript.


	

	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 and provides a good overview of the study. It covers the synthesis and characterization of the novel sulfa-drug derivative, the computational ADMET analysis, and the in vivo experiments on cypermethrin-poisoned pigeons, including the key findings regarding IL-6 and IL-10 levels. The characterization details (FT-IR, 1H-NMR, 13C-NMR) are also well-summarized. No major additions or deletions are suggested for this section.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically correct in its methodology and presentation of results. The synthesis and characterization of the sulfa-drug derivative are well-documented with supporting spectroscopic data (FT-IR, 1H-NMR, 13C-NMR). The ADMET analysis, while computational, is appropriately used for predictive purposes. The in vivo experiments, including LD50 determination and interleukin level measurements, follow established protocols. The discussion logically interprets the results and connects them to existing literature. However, some minor points could be clarified or expanded upon:

· Experimental Animals Section: The description of experimental animals is a bit confusing. It states

that "A total of 48 male domestic pigeons" were used, but then breaks down into groups that include "5 males and 5 females". This discrepancy should be clarified. Also, the number of pigeons used in the LD50 experiment (10 male pigeons) and the pesticide infection experiment (8 male pigeons) adds up to 18, leaving 30 pigeons for the final experiment (5 males and 5 females in each of the three groups, totaling 30). This adds up to 48, but the gender distribution needs to be consistent throughout the description.

· Insecticide Used Section: The description of cypermethrin concentration and administration is a bit informal. It mentions "The result was that the organs were very damaged and the tissue was irreparable" and "The result was that the tissue was damaged but curable." While these are observations, they are not quantitative results. It would be beneficial to include more precise descriptions of the observed effects or refer to a more detailed methodology if available.

· LD50 Determination Section: The table for Dixon values is presented without clear labels for rows and columns, making it difficult to interpret. A more structured table with proper headings would improve clarity. Additionally, the calculation example for LD50 seems to have a typo: "LD50 = Xf +Kd LD50 = 700+1.544 × 50 700+78 LD50=778 mg/kg B.W." The calculation 1.544 * 50 = 77.2, not 78. This should be corrected.

· Results Section - IL-6 and IL-10: The discussion of IL-6 and IL-10 levels mentions figures 7 and 8, but these figures are not present in the provided markdown. Only figures 1-6 and then 8-10 are present. This needs to be corrected or clarified.

Overall, the scientific rigor is present, but attention to detail in presentation and minor inconsistencies would enhance the manuscript's quality.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references appear to be generally sufficient and cover relevant literature. Most references are from the last decade, indicating a good level of recency. However, there are a few older references (e.g., 1946, 1980) which are acceptable if they are foundational or historical in the context of the research. The inclusion of DOI links for online sources is good practice. No specific additional references are immediately apparent, but the authors should ensure that all claims and statements are adequately supported by cited works.


	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communications. The text is understandable, and the scientific terminology is used appropriately. However, there are some minor grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and inconsistencies in formatting (e.g., spacing, punctuation) that could be improved with a thorough proofread.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a novel and scientifically sound study on the synthesis of a sulfa-drug derivative and its application in mitigating cypermethrin toxicity. The experimental design is robust, combining computational analysis with in vivo studies, and the results are promising. The characterization data (FT-IR, NMR) are comprehensive and support the proposed structure. The discussion effectively interprets the findings and relates them to existing literature.

However, the manuscript requires major revisions to improve its clarity, consistency, and adherence to scientific reporting standards. Key areas for improvement include:

· Clarity and Consistency in Methodology: The description of experimental animals needs to be clarified regarding gender distribution. The informal descriptions of insecticide effects should be replaced with more precise, quantitative observations.

· Data Presentation: The LD50 determination table is difficult to interpret due to a lack of clear labels, and a minor calculation error was noted. All figures should be properly referenced and included in the manuscript, as some were missing in the provided markdown.

· English Language and Formatting: While generally suitable, there are minor grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and inconsistencies that detract from the professional presentation. A thorough English language edit is recommended.

· Ethical Statement: An explicit statement regarding ethical approval for animal experiments is crucial for scholarly publication.
	


	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? 


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

Based on the provided manuscript, there are no explicit ethical issues mentioned or apparent in the experimental design or reporting. The study involves animal experimentation (domestic pigeons), and it is crucial that such studies adhere to ethical guidelines for animal welfare. The manuscript states that the pigeons were "maintained for two weeks after the experiment was conducted to keep the birds healthy," which suggests some level of care. However, for full ethical compliance, the authors should explicitly state that the study was approved by an institutional animal care and use committee (IACUC) or equivalent ethical review board, and that all procedures were performed in accordance with relevant national and international guidelines for the care and use of animals in research. This information is standard for publications involving animal subjects and would strengthen the ethical standing of the manuscript.
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