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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.
	· The research highlights the feasibility of using infrared thermography as a non-invasive method for assessing thermal condition in local ducks.
· These baseline data could serve as an excellent starting point for future studies on seasonal thermal adaptation, heat stress evaluation, animal welfare, and the conservation of indigenous duck genetics.
	



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
	The title is lengthy.
Alternative Title: “Non-Invasive Infrared Thermographic Assessment of Regional Surface Temperature in Adult Tripureswari Ducks of Tripura, India”
	

	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
Yes
	

	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
Yes
	

	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
	4
Yes
	

	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
Yes. The research objectives/ hypothesis are clearly stated.
	

	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
Yes
	

	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
	3
· The manuscript should clearly describe the exact number of thermograms obtained per bird, whether repeated images over three days were treated as repeated observations or averaged to obtain one independent value per bird, and the statistical procedure used for analysis. This is particularly important because repeated measurements from the same bird cannot be considered independent observations.
· If sex-wise comparisons are reported as non-significant, the corresponding statistical test, p-values should be provided rather than relying only on descriptive differences. The use of Mean ± SE in Table 1 and Mean ± SD in Table 2 should also be made consistent and clearly justified.
	

	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
· The manuscript needs to include the appropriate institutional animal ethics/animal welfare approval or exemption details, as applicable.
· The procedure must indicate that thermographic imaging was a non-invasive technique and that the birds were not put under unnecessary stress or restraint.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
· The results section contains considerable repetition between the text and tables, and some statements interpret the findings rather than simply presenting the results.
· There are no statistical comparisons done between genders since the p-value and the statistical test are not mentioned. 
· Variability is inconsistently reported as SE in Table 1 and SD in Table 2 and needs to be corrected.
	

	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
· Need revision for better clarity and presentation. 
· Appropriate statistical comparison along with superscript annotation needs to be done wherever necessary.
	

	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
	

	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
Yes
	

	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
Yes
	

	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
References seem to be relevant; however, more up-to-date and specific to the species under study references are needed to support the study scientifically.
	

	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
· Numerous grammatical errors, spelling mistakes, missing spaces, inconsistent use of terminology.
· Inconsistencies in tense, capitalization, units, and expressions.
· The presentation of tables, figure captions, and statistical terminology also requires careful language and formatting revision. 
	



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.

	
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	· Since the study involves ducks, feather wetness and plumage condition may substantially affect infrared surface temperature. It is important for the authors to mention whether the birds had access to water prior to imaging and whether any birds with wet feathers were excluded from the study.
· It is necessary to know the number of thermal images taken per day per bird, per body part, etc. The authors need to specify if several thermal images were averaged for each body part or one image was taken per body part.

	

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

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

	
	

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

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