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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	The study addresses a critical gap in livestock research by focusing on the Tenyi Vo pig, an indigenous breed of Nagaland, India, which has limited baseline physiological data. Establishing haematological profiles for such breeds is essential for future veterinary diagnostics and nutritional studies. Furthermore, evaluating sweet potato powder as a locally available, cost-effective alternative to maize supports sustainable animal husbandry practices in the North-Eastern Hill region.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is descriptive and accurately reflects the scope of the study.
	

	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 generally comprehensive and summarizes the methodology and findings well. However, it would be improved by including the specific measures of variance (e.g., SEM or SD) for the key results mentioned to provide more scientific depth.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is technically sound and the methodology follows standard procedures for haematological analysis. However, the presentation of results in Table 3 is incomplete as it lacks measures of variance (SD/SEM) and superscript letters to denote which specific groups differ significantly according to the Duncan’s Multiple Range Test (DMRT).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and include recent studies from 2020–2024.
	

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


	Yes, the English quality is good. It is clear, concise, and professional. Only minor formatting of units (e.g., adding a space between numbers and units) is required.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Table 3 Revision: The authors must include Standard Error of the Mean (SEM) or Standard Deviation (SD) for all parameters. Additionally, use superscript letters (a,b,c) to clearly indicate significant differences between treatment groups.

Figure 1 Revision: The figure is difficult to interpret because parameters with different scales (e.g., WBC vs. RBC, etc.) are on the same Y-axis. 

Table 1: It would be highly beneficial to provide the calculated or analyzed chemical composition (Crude Protein, Fiber, and Energy) of the final SPP-supplemented diets.
While the research is technically sound and important for the region, the statistical presentation in the tables and the scaling issues in the figures are significant deficiencies that must be corrected before the paper is suitable for final publication.
	

	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical issues were identified. The study mentions that experiments were carried out under the supervision of the AICRP on Pigs and that the pigs were housed under standard management conditions.
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