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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 a genuinely valuable and under-studied subject: the gross anatomy and surface (SEM) morphology of visceral organs in the Indian gharial (Gavialis gangeticus), a Schedule-I, IUCN critically endangered crocodilian for which baseline anatomical data are scarce. Documenting the morphology of such a species has clear reference value for wildlife veterinarians, comparative anatomists, and conservation or clinical work. The 24-plate figure set, combining gross photographs with scanning electron micrographs of liver and lung, is the main strength of the paper. However, the work is based on a single opportunistically recovered carcass, so its contribution is best framed as a descriptive case report rather than
as a species-level anatomical norm.
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[bookmark: PART_2.1_(Objective_Evaluation)]PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement) — Title is grammatically awkward and over-capitalised ('Certain Visceral organ ... Liver as well as Lung') and implies a species-level description from a
single specimen. A corrected title is suggested in Part 2.2.
	


Review Form (Research)
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	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement) — Broad in coverage but with multiple grammar/tense errors ('was did', 'is decrease day by day', 'grith'); it reads as an undigested list of organs and omits key context (n = 1, carcass condition, SEM method).
Needs restructuring into clear prose.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement) — Keywords are poorly segmented and not useful for indexing (single words such as 'Gross', 'Anatomy', 'Certain visceral', 'Organ'). Replace with meaningful terms,
e.g. Gavialis gangeticus, crocodilian anatomy, visceral organs, scanning electron microscopy,
liver, lung, conservation.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory) — Background covers the essentials (status, distribution, biology, rationale) but is repetitive, contains grammatical errors, and partly duplicates the abstract. Tighten and remove redundancy.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement) — The stated aim to 'establish an anatomical norm' is inappropriate for a single specimen and is not framed as a clear, focused objective. Reframe as a
descriptive aim for one case.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement) — Comparisons rely mainly on mammals and birds (pig, cattle, fowl, goat, chicken); phylogenetically relevant crocodilian/reptilian literature is under-used, and some cited works are missing from the
list (see Part 2.2).
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement) — The SEM protocol is essentially absent (no dehydration series, critical-point drying, sputter-coating, instrument, accelerating voltage, or magnification), so the microscopy is not reproducible. Morphometry instruments are not described, and the post-mortem interval/fixation
delay is not stated.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement) — Handling and sampling of a Schedule-I, critically endangered species is not accompanied by any permit or authorisation statement. A Forest Department / wildlife-authority approval reference
is required.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory) — Observations are understandable and figure-supported, but measurements are in non-SI units (feet/inches alongside kg) and several sentences are duplicated.
Convert to SI and remove repetition.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory) — Figures are the study's strength (24 plates), but the SEM micrographs lack scale bars, magnification and accelerating voltage, and some captions are mismatched (Fig. 22 and Fig. 23 are
both labelled 'BALT'). Add scale information and correct captions.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement) — The discussion largely repeats the results verbatim and compares findings to taxonomically distant species instead of interpreting them. Restrict it to interpretation and phylogenetically appropriate comparison.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement) — The conclusion re-states the results a third time and re-asserts the 'anatomical norm' claim, which a single specimen cannot support. Condense to the genuinely notable
findings and their relevance.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 1 (Poor) — Study limitations are not discussed at all; the single-specimen design and possible autolysis/post-mortem artefacts (e.g. RBC
occluding the hepatic sinuses) must be acknowledged.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement) — Some in-text citations are absent from the list (Porter 1972; King & McLelland 1975), one entry is garbled (Barman et al. 1996), author names are inconsistent
(Boonyong/Boonyoung; Banarjee), and formatting is uneven. Recent crocodilian references are needed.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement) — Requires a thorough copy-edit throughout: subject-verb agreement, articles, tense, and recurring misspellings ('grith', 'nictating', 'prob', 'tortious', 'Brochus'). A full professional language edit is recommended.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The title is grammatically rough and over-capitalised and overstates the scope for a single specimen. Suggested: 'Gross anatomy and morphometry of selected visceral organs, with
scanning electron microscopy of the liver and lung, in an Indian gharial (Gavialis gangeticus)'.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. It covers the organs but contains several grammatical/tense errors, reads as a list, and omits essential context. Rewrite as structured prose and state up front that the study is based on one
specimen, including its carcass condition and the SEM method.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Largely, but with corrections needed. The gross description is mostly sound. However: (1) crocodilian lungs are multicameral with faveolar (not alveolar) parenchyma, so 'alveoli lined by simple squamous epithelium' is incorrect; (2) distinguishing B- from T-lymphocytes by SEM surface texture alone is not defensible without immunophenotyping; (3) 'RBC occluding the hepatic sinuses' is most likely a post-mortem/autolytic artefact rather than a biological finding. These should be corrected or appropriately
qualified.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. Add the missing cited works (Porter 1972; King & McLelland 1975), fix the garbled Barman et al. (1996) entry, reconcile inconsistent author spellings, standardise formatting to UPJOZ style, and include recent crocodilian/reptilian anatomy references.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	YES (procedural, not misconduct). The manuscript provides no permit or authorisation for handling and sampling a Schedule-I, critically endangered species. A statement citing the relevant Forest Department /
wildlife authority approval must be added. The authors' AI-use declaration is present, which is good.
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