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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 article is important because it shows how pathological damage to the liver, kidneys, and brain in chicken is exacerbated by the combined exposure to deltamethrin and E. coli, resulting in more severe lesions than those induced by either factor alone. These results offer an essential pathological foundation for comprehending the increased health and economic consequences associated with the careless application of agrochemicals in environments
where bacterial infections are common.
	


[bookmark: PART_2.1_(Objective_Evaluation)]PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
I propose change the title to “Pathological insights of Hepatic, Renal, and Cerebral Changes Following
concomitant	Deltamethrin	and	Escherichia	coli Exposure in Broiler Chickens”
	


Review Form (Research)
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	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory

Background of Concomitant Exposure: Although immunosuppressive pesticides are mentioned in the text, a clearer explanation of why these two are frequently found together would be helpful. For example, mention if deltamethrin is frequently used specifically in poultry sheds for ectoparasite control, thereby making bird exposure to both the chemical and environmental E. coli almost inevitable
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
No, the provided article does not specifically address the study's or the data's shortcomings.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
Add some more citations. Pay particular attention to recent studies (2022–2026) on the rise of resistant E. coli strains in poultry and pesticide-induced immunosuppression.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
Although the manuscript's language is generally straightforward and scientifically sound, expert proofreading is necessary to fix grammatical faults, enhance subject-verb agreement, and polish the overall academic tone for publication.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No,
Consider change it to “Pathological insights of Hepatic, Renal, and Cerebral Changes Following concomitant Deltamethrin and Escherichia coli
	



	
	Exposure in Broiler Chickens”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The study's goals, experimental setup, and main conclusions are logically summarized in the abstract, which is widely understandable. Please refer to the thorough comments included in the MS Word file for more improvement and specific recommendations to enhance the technical accuracy and academic tone.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The use of conventional toxicological and pathological procedures makes the research seem scientifically sound; nevertheless, a description of the study's limitations and the addition of more current data from 2024 to 2026 would further support its conclusions for high-impact publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references are sufficient, but it would be better if more current references from 2024 to 2026 to support its conclusions for high-impact publication
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	Since the study was carried out with official Institutional Animal Ethics Committee (IAEC) approval and the authors have disclosed no conflicting financial or personal interests, the article does not raise any ethical concerns.
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