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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.
	Ranikhet disease, known internationally as Newcastle disease (ND), is a highly contagious viral infection of domestic and wild birds and remains one of the most serious threats to poultry production in India. Despite routine vaccination, outbreaks continue to be reported across the country and in neighbouring Bangladesh. The economic impact of ND is substantial. A single episode in Gujarat caused a total loss of ₹8 million across 23 of 25 commercial broiler farms (Kalaria et al., 2021). The disease affects birds of all ages and produces a wide range of signs, including depression, emaciation, greenish or white diarrhoea, oedema of the head and wattles, sneezing, gasping, nasal discharge and coughing.

Post-mortem findings are characteristic and include pin-point haemorrhages at the tips of the proventricular glands, haemorrhagic ulcers in the intestine and caecal tonsils, an enlarged and congested spleen, swollen kidneys with urate deposition, haemorrhagic tracheitis and caseous exudate in the respiratory passages. Histopathology reveals haemorrhagic enteritis, lymphoid depletion in the caecal tonsil and spleen, and non-suppurative encephalitis with perivascular cuffing in the brain. Together, these features make ND a diagnosis that must be confirmed in the laboratory, and the disease’s wide host range and variable presentation mean that prevention depends on consistent vaccination alongside strong biosecurity.

This study evaluated  the clinicopathological and molecular features of ND in chickens from farms in and around Hyderabad, Telangana, between July and December 2025.


	




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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
The keywords are missing
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      5
	

	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


	      4
The title of Table 1should be placed above the table itself and tables must be introduced in the text before they appear.

I suggest that the figures be displayed immediately after they are mentioned in the text.
	

	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
	     4
	

	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
	      5
	

	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
	       4
	

	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
	       4 The references are sufficient, but it would be better if, if possible, approximately 50% of them were from the last five years.
	

	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
	        5
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	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.

	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	       YES
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES, the references are sufficient, but it would be better if, if possible, approximately 50% of them were from the last five years.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
	



Reviewer details:

Jesús G. Rodríguez Diego, Universidad Autónoma Metropolitana, (UAM) - Unidad Xochimilco, México


Page 4 of 4
V240326


