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	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.


	 improving duck egg hatchability. 

It addresses a notable knowledge gap by systematically reviewing how egg washing and sanitation protocol
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	YES
	

	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.


	ITS COMPRESSIVE
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	YES
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The most recent publication date in the  list is 2009.
	

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


	Its good
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Introduction:
· Comment: Very well-written. 

Minor Correction: Line 33: "managemental" should be "managerial" or "management."
2. Eggshell Structure and Cuticle Characteristics:
· Comment: Strong section. 

Minor Correction: Line 53: Ensure consistent spelling (e.g., "behaviors" for US English).

3. Microbial Contamination:
· Comment: Good. Clearly links duck rearing practices to higher contamination risk, justifying the need for sanitation.

· Correction Needed: Line 65: "Elizabeth et al. (1972)" – too old

· 4. Egg Washing and Sanitation Methods:
· Comment: Good overview of methods. 

· Major Issue: Lack of Focus on Ducks. Lines 82-85 discuss a chicken egg study (Proudfoot et al., 1985). You must immediately clarify its relevance to your duck-focused review (e.g., "Although conducted on chickens, this study suggests glutaraldehyde may be safe for avian eggs..."). Do this for all non-duck studies.

· Clarity: Line 96: "Frasenko et al. (2009)" studied broilers. Again, state the relevance to ducks.

5. Cuticle Removal and Eggshell Permeability:
· Comment: This is a crucial section for your thesis. The studies cited (Peebles, Deeming, Cherry & Morris) directly support the idea that controlled cuticle removal can be beneficial for ducks. Well-presented.

6. Egg Weight Loss During Incubation:
· Comment: Important section. 

· Minor Issue: Line 112: The Christine & Laughlin (1976) reference is about chickens and storage. Its connection to the duck egg weight loss paragraph is unclear. Consider moving or recontextualizing it.

7. Fertility and Hatchability of Duck Eggs:
· Comment: This is the weakest part of the manuscript structurally. It loses focus and becomes a general review of fertility/hatchability factors, not specifically tied to the effects of washing and sanitation.
· 7.1 Fertility Percentage:
· Major Issue: This extensive discussion on mating ratios, rearing systems, and egg weight is largely tangential to your review's title and central argument. While fertility is a prerequisite, the depth here (e.g., KAU recommendations, Jalaludeen et al. 2004) distracts from your core theme. Severely condense this to 1-2 paragraphs, focusing only on studies where fertility was measured in conjunction with washing experiments (like the Sarpong & Reinhart mention) to show it wasn't a confounding variable.

· 7.2 Hatchability Percentage:
· Major Issue: Disorganized and Repetitive. This section reads as a chronological list of findings rather than a synthesized argument. Studies are scattered (chicken, duck, goose) and key points are repeated from earlier sections.

· Restructure Required. Organize this section around sub-themes directly related to washing/sanitation:

7.2.1. The Baseline Problem 
7.2.2. Effects of Chemical 
7.2.3. Effects of Physical/Water Treatments
7.2.4. Effects of Physical Shell Modification .

8. Embryonic Mortality:
9. Infected Egg Percentage / Microbial Load:
· Comment: Clear and data-driven. Provides direct evidence for the benefit of washing/sanitation.

10. Day-Old Duckling Quality & 11. Economic Efficiency:
12. Conclusion:
· Comment: Strong conclusion. 

· Minor Suggestion: You could make a firmer statement based on your synthesis, References:
· Comment: Formatting is inconsistent.

· Missing References: "Tullett and Sheila (1983)" is in the text but not in the reference list. 
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