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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 preliminary study provides baseline infrared thermographic data for 21 anatomical regions in adult Tripureswari ducks, an indigenous duck genetic resource of Tripura. The identification of warmer featherless/vascularized regions and cooler densely feathered regions may be useful for future studies on thermoregulation, welfare, heat stress, and breed characterization. The non-invasive approach is relevant for indigenous and backyard poultry systems. However, the scientific contribution is constrained by the small sample size and by insufficiently reported statistical procedures, particularly for claims regarding sex effects and adaptation.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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


	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	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.

	YES. The title is scientifically suitable and reflects the study, although wording and capitalization can be polished.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO. The abstract contains the main study elements, but the statement that there was no sex influence should be supported by clearly reported statistical analysis. The language also requires substantial editing.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO, not fully demonstrated in the present form. The descriptive regional temperature patterns are plausible, but the statistical methods are insufficiently described; no inferential test results or P-values are reported for sex comparisons; and the handling of repeated measurements over three days is unclear. Claims regarding adaptation, hardiness, and thermoregulatory efficiency should be moderated unless supported by additional evidence.

The manuscript addresses a potentially useful preliminary topic and the descriptive regional temperature data are generally internally coherent. However, substantial revision is needed before the main scientific conclusions can be evaluated. The major concerns are: (1) the statistical analysis is not specified; (2) the handling of repeated measurements over three days is unclear; (3) claims of no significant sex differences are made without reporting statistical tests, P-values, or confidence intervals; (4) several discussed male-female differences are below 1°C despite the stated camera accuracy of approximately ±2°C, so these small differences require cautious interpretation; (5) claims of adaptation/hardiness appear stronger than can be supported by a small descriptive study without breed, seasonal, or physiological comparisons; (6) ethical approval/exemption and owner permission are not reported; (7) Figure 1 and Figure 2 are both captioned as adult female ducks, which should be checked; and (8) extensive English-language editing is needed. If appropriate bird-level data and the repeated-measures structure are available, many of these issues may be addressable through major revision.

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO. The cited references are relevant and include recent literature, but the coverage is limited. Additional literature on infrared thermography in ducks/waterfowl and on thermographic methodology/validation would strengthen the manuscript.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	YES — clarification/reporting is required. No animal ethics approval, exemption/waiver, or owner-consent/permission statement is provided. The authors should state the applicable ethical oversight and permissions for the household birds; this comment does not assume that an ethical violation occurred.
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