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	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.


	This manuscript explores the haematological, biochemical, and immunological profiling of turkeys under an intensive rearing system in India—a subject that holds practical relevance in improving turkey health monitoring and farming outcomes. Given the limited data available on turkeys in the Indian subcontinent, the study attempts to fill a knowledge gap. However, while the research question is timely, the manuscript falls short lacks depth in interpretation of results, and does not sufficiently discuss its broader implications for industry or policy.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable in terms of accuracy.

Suggestion: Consider rephrasing to improve clarity and academic impact, for example:

“Age-Dependent Haemato-Biochemical and Immunological Responses of Turkeys (Meleagris gallopavo) in an Intensive Rearing System in India”
	

	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.


	Partially. The abstract includes key findings but is too dense and contains unnecessary procedural details (e.g., “wing-banded”). It could be improved by:

· Removing methodology-related redundancies.

· Adding quantitative results only where meaningful.

· Emphasizing the novelty and implications more strongly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears technically sound in terms of experimental design and analysis, with appropriate use of statistical tools. However:

The replication structure (3 groups, 24 birds each) is acceptable but not robust for high-variability parameters like immunity.

The discussion lacks depth. Many findings are reported without critically interpreting why certain trends occur or how they compare to different management systems or age groups globally.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most references are relevant but several are more than 10 years old and should be replaced or supplemented with more recent studies (post-2020). For example:

· No citations on recent immunological or genetic improvements in turkey production.

· No reference to modern poultry health management trends in India.
	

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


	Needs Improvement. While the meaning is usually clear, the manuscript suffers from:

Grammatical inconsistencies.

Improper use of tenses and plurals.

Repetitive phrasing (e.g., “uniform management practices” repeated several times).

Improper formatting of units and scientific symbols (e.g., µl, g/dl).

A thorough language and grammar revision by a native English speaker or editor is strongly recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	  Figures are informative but not consistently labeled; y-axis units are sometimes missing.

  Tables are well-presented but suffer from redundant data across weeks—consider merging similar time points or summarizing.

  The conclusion merely restates results; it should include implications for the poultry industry or veterinary practice.

  The Materials & Methods section is overly descriptive and would benefit from more precise formatting and less procedural redundancy.

Recommendation:

Major Revision
The manuscript contains promising and relevant data but requires:

· Substantial language editing.

· Stronger discussion.

· Updated references.

· Improved abstract and conclusion.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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