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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.


	The article is well-structured and covers the essential sections of a scientific paper. However, some subsections are missing or could be expanded for greater clarity and depth.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear and informative, but it could be slightly refined for better readability and impact.
Suggested title:
"Impact of Nano Zinc Oxide Supplementation on Egg Weight and Quality in Kuttanad Ducks"
	

	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.


	A subsection detailing the housing conditions (e.g., pen size, type of housing, lighting regimen, stocking density) and general management practices (feeding, watering, vaccination schedule) is crucial for reproducibility of the experiment.



	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	While p-values are mentioned, a dedicated subsection should explicitly state the statistical software used (e.g., SAS, SPSS, R), the specific model employed for ANOVA, and the post-hoc test used for mean separation (e.g., Tukey's HSD, Duncan's).

The Methods section (2.1.4.2) mentions that yolk color was measured using a Roche fan, but the results for this parameter are completely absent from the Results and Discussion section. This is a significant omission.

The conclusion mentions "improved economic returns," but this is not discussed in the main discussion section. A brief paragraph on the economic advantage of using a lower dose of nano-Zn (40 mg/kg) compared to the higher dose of inorganic Zn (80 mg/kg) would strengthen the paper's impact.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Abd El-Hack et al. (2018) is cited as 2018 in the text but listed as 2017 in the references. The reference list says "(2017)" but the article title and DOI point to a 2018 publication. This must be corrected to 2018.

El-Kassas et al. (2019) and Salim et al. (2012) are cited in the introduction but are missing from the reference list.

Hassan et al. (2020) is cited in the introduction but is missing from the reference list.

Abedini et al. (2017) is cited in the discussion but is missing from the reference list (the 2018 version is present).

Check the formatting of all journal names and ensure consistency (e.g., use of italics, capitalization).


	

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


	The English quality of the article is good and generally suitable for scholarly communication. 

The meaning is clear, the structure is logical, and the terminology is appropriate for the field. It successfully communicates the research and its findings. However, it is not flawless. For example, the conclusion states that:  "This contributes to a higher proportion of marketable eggs and improved economic returns in duck farming."

Use the suggested sentence below: "This could lead to a higher proportion of marketable eggs and improved economic returns for duck farmers." 
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a solid piece of research that is well-documented and clearly presented. The identified issues are almost entirely technical (missing references, minor language errors/formatting). Addressing these points will significantly strengthen the manuscript and increase its chances of acceptance.
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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 detail)

Not in a position to say.
	


Reviewer details:
Ishaya Usman Gadzama, Australia
