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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.


	In an area where little study has been done, this publication offers crucial comparative data on the haematological and biochemical characteristics of native and alien chicken breeds during the brooding and laying periods. Enhancing breed-specific management, health monitoring, and nutritional strategies—especially in smallholder and rural poultry systems—requires an understanding of these physiological variances. The results also add to the body of knowledge supporting the more efficient conservation and use of native poultry genetic resources. Therefore, the study has important ramifications for sustainable livestock development, veterinary science, and poultry production.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes-The manuscript's content is reflected in the title, which is informative.  A somewhat shorter version, nevertheless, would make things clearer.
Suggested title: “Haematological and Biochemical Profiles of Indigenous and Exotic Chickens During Broody and Laying Phases”
	

	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.


	The study's design and main conclusions are succinctly summarised in the abstract.
1. Clarify total number of birds and group division.

2. Add a sentence ending with the relevance or application of the results

eg. implications for the management or health of poultry.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes-The manuscript uses acceptable procedures and valid statistical analysis. The results' interpretation is generally correct and backed up by pertinent research. Improved scientific clarity could be achieved by making minor reorganisations (such as separating results and discussion) and providing more detailed explanations for a select finding.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant and appropriate.
Add references that are more recent—within the previous five years.

eg. https://doi.org/10.33451/florafauna.v29i1pp146-150 see the reference 

Alam et al., 2020 – is already cited please see the references and replace it.
See the current research on poultry physiology 
	

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


	The majority of the language is understandable and appropriate for academic discourse.  For fluency and consistency, some grammatical adjustments and improvements are required, particularly in tense and phrase.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The physiological variations between native and commercial chicken breeds under various reproductive settings are better understood.  It will be a useful addition to the literature on poultry science with a few minor linguistic and structural changes.
The study addresses a significant knowledge gap on breed-specific physiological variations in chicken and is highly relevant. It is also well-designed.

The methodology are good and well-explained, although the ethical statement and sample distribution need to be clarified.

The data presentation-Although the tables and data are thorough, they might use more consistent formatting and a more understandable statistical explanation.

Language-Mostly understandable, with a few minor stylistic and grammatical errors.

Discussion and References-Well-referenced, but devoid of more recent citations and a more thorough understanding of the findings' ramifications.
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