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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 is of important value to the scientific community because it provides new information about the genetic variation in the Lipoprotein Lipase (LPL) gene in two species of ducks that have significant economic roles, namely the Mallard (Anas plathyrhynchos) and Muscovy (Cairina moschata) in Nigeria. This understanding of LPL gene polymorphisms contributes to the development of more efficient and targeted genetic marker-based poultry breeding strategies. In addition, the results of this study enrich the genetic diversity database of local poultry in Africa, which has been limited and underexplored. This information could be the basis for further research on the relationship between genetic variation, production performance, and environmental adaptation in duck populations in the tropics.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is basically appropriate, especially if the focus of the research is indeed on the identification and characterization of the Lipoprotein Lipase (LPL) gene polymorphism in two duck species in Nigeria. The title is clear, specific, and reflects the scope of the research.


	

	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 already contains the basic elements (objectives, methods, results), but it is still, lacking focus, and some information is too detailed for an abstract (e.g. market location, blood volume, and technical reasons that should be placed in the discussion section). In addition, the "Study design" section is confusing because it discusses the results (monomorphic) when it should explain the study design. The sentence structure also needs to be refined to make it more scientific and flowing.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Your manuscript is scientifically correct in the main concept and result (monomorphism of the 7-gene exon LPL gene). However, for this manuscript to be feasible it needs to be corrected a bit, for example: there is no PCR sequence or the target length explicitlyYou mention a 176 bp fragment in the result, but it is not explained:is 176 bp the size of the target fragment (amplicon)?is the digest result supposed to yield how many bp bands?5. No PCR positive/negative controlsPCR-RFLP scientific report standard method requires:PCR control (+)control without template (-)It is not called at all.6. No DNA quality datathe report is necessary:DNA concentration (ng/μl)purity (A260/280)The absence of this data makes the "discussion of failure amplification" section speculative.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Currently, your references are sufficient to underlie the baseline study (with candidate genes and the PCR-RFLP approach). However, it is not enough for modern scientific publications
	

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


	The English language of this article is sufficient for scientific communication, but it is recommended to undergo proofreading to better meet international journal standards and improve the professionalism of the writing.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript has relevant topics and has the potential to make a scholarly contribution, but it needs improvements to the language, clarity of writing, and strengthening of discussion before it is feasible to publish.
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