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	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 addresses an important challenge in smart agriculture—enhancing energy efficiency in IoT-based poultry environmental monitoring systems. The study’s focus on hybrid sleep scheduling contributes to sustainable precision farming, aligning well with global sustainability goals such as energy-conscious IoT deployment and reduced maintenance costs. The experimental validation with real hardware implementation (Wemos D1 Mini, DHT22, MQ135 sensors) adds practical value to the research. Overall, it represents a meaningful step toward scalable, low-power IoT architectures in smart farming applications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Energy-Efficient Sleep Scheduling Algorithms for IoT Sensor Networks in Smart Poultry Environmental Monitoring Systems,” is clear, descriptive, and accurately reflects the paper’s scope. However, for brevity and broader appeal, a slightly refined version such as “Hybrid Sleep Scheduling for Energy-Efficient IoT Sensor Networks in Smart Poultry Monitoring” may improve readability and conciseness.
	

	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 abstract is comprehensive and clearly outlines the motivation, methodology, and results. However, it can be strengthened by including specific numerical details early (e.g., “achieved 68.4% energy reduction”) and by slightly condensing the discussion of sensor types and theoretical modelling. The conclusion could also briefly emphasize scalability and real-world deployment feasibility to enhance impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally well-structured and scientifically correct. Mathematical models are sound and logically derived; experimental results support the theoretical analysis. However, certain derivations (e.g., equations 9–13) could be better contextualized with references or brief explanations to aid readability. Additionally, the study could benefit from a short sensitivity analysis on the threshold parameters (ΔD, θ) to illustrate robustness under varied environmental conditions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, recent (2020–2025), and relevant. The authors have cited key IoT and energy-efficiency works. Nevertheless, a few additional comparative references from 2024–2025 focusing on AI-driven or reinforcement learning–based energy optimization could further strengthen the related work section (e.g., IEEE IoT Journal and Ad Hoc Networks recent issues). A better balance between theoretical and applied references is also recommended.
	

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


	The language is clear and professional, with only minor grammatical issues. Some sentences are long and could be simplified for conciseness. Terms like “Modem Sleep” and “Light Sleep” should be consistently formatted and explained once to avoid redundancy. Overall, the manuscript meets scholarly English standards and is suitable for publication after minor proofreading.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The figures (especially Fig. 6 and Fig. 7) should be enhanced with clearer legends and uniform scales.

2. Some pseudocode blocks are overly long; summarizing them as flowcharts may improve readability.

3. Add a brief subsection on system limitations (e.g., communication range, cost, and scalability).

4. The conclusion could briefly mention the potential integration of renewable energy or machine learning for adaptive optimization as future work.

5. Ensure consistency in reference formatting (some 2025 citations lack volume/issue details).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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