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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.


	i. This manuscript identifies the key challenges limiting animal science research in Nigeria and highlights areas that need urgent attention.

ii. It provides clear evidence on gaps in funding, facilities, manpower, and policy support that directly affect research quality.

iii. The findings offer useful guidance for researchers, policymakers, and development partners aiming to improve livestock research and production.

iv. The work also supports broader efforts to strengthen agricultural science and food security across Africa.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, precise, and academically appropriate for a review paper.
	

	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.


	Your abstract contains some of these elements but needs improved structure, clarity, and flow. There are also minor repetitions, missing context, and abrupt transitions.
Your abstract presents the key idea and findings clearly, but it is not fully comprehensive. A strong scientific abstract should include:

1. Background / Rationale
2. Objective of the study
3. Methods 
4. Key results
5. Conclusion / implication

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	YES
Some sentences are redundant, which makes it hard to distinguish experimental observations from literature review.

Some sentences are redundant or poorly structured, which makes it hard to distinguish experimental observations from literature review.

Units and concentrations should be consistent: sometimes “ug/ml” vs “μg/ml” or “ml/well” vs “µl/well

ome procedural steps are very granular

The manuscript is scientifically correct in principle
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	·   

ome references are older than 10–15 years (e.g., Haq et al., 1995; Swamy & Tan, 2000), which may not reflect the latest understanding of immunomodulatory mechanisms or advanced methodologies.

Only a few citations are from the last 3–5 years (e.g., Alsalahi et al., 2024; Wei et al., 2022; Singh et al., 2021).

i. There are few references from high-impact journals or Q1 journals. Incorporating such sources would strengthen credibility.

ii. No references from major immunology or veterinary journals focusing on caprine immunology, PBMC assays, or T/NK cell modulation.


	

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


	Many sentences are very long and complex, which reduces readability
some subject-verb agreement and article usage errors occur

Missing spaces after commas or periods in some places: “6.25ug/ml,12.5ug/ml & 25ug/ml” → “6.25 μg/ml, 12.5 μg/ml, and 25 μg/ml
	

	Optional/General comments
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	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 details)
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