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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.


	1. The study promotes community-based poultry incubation that can enhance economic sustainability in the rural areas.
2. The experiment demonstrates that a simple non-commercial incubator can be used effectively to maintain critical incubation conditions and subsequently achieve successful chick hatching.

3. The design of the incubator is an indication that some locally available materials could be used to make low-cost incubators that local farmers can easily access and afford.

4. The design can eventually create employment opportunity in the rural areas after successful several trials with more breeds of poultry.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	The title of the article is suitable
	

	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 as it contains problem statements, objectives, methodology, results and conclusion. However, the number of keywords attached to the abstract should be restricted to five words.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript was scientifically structured and contains the following segments: 
1. Abstract that was well structured 2. Introduction section was concisely written 3. The objectives were clearly stated 4. The methodology was also good and gave room for reproducibility. The presented results were detailed and were in line with the problem statement and objectives. 5. tried his best on the discussion 6. There was a synergy between the objectives and the conclusion.
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	Due to the nature of the study, the little references presented are acceptable by me. However, could not find the following references when checked online: A. Rao SVR, Radhika K, Prakash B, et al. Performance of improved strains for backyard poultry production in India. Indian J Poult Sci. 2017;52(3):291–296. B. Tona K, Bamelis F, Coucke W, et al. Factors influencing chick quality at hatch. World’s Poult Sci J. 2004;60:75–86. should review the two references and provide their DOI if available. If their DOIs are not available, they should provide links for the two references so that they could be verified.
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	The language used was good.
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