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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 manuscript is significant in the field of animal behavior and subsequently in semiochemical studies with further investigation on the constituents of preorbital gland secretions. Incidentally, the novel observation on opening of preorbital gland in Boselaphus tragocamelus is indeed an importance breakthrough which should lead to further understanding on its biological significance and clinical characteristics. The manuscript has also put emphasis on behaviour of the particular animal when exposed to different management parameters and stress conditions, reflecting on the future management techniques for the species. Observations made are clear, though it is advised, to develop particular hypothesis/graphical actogram/graphical activity pattern(s) to state the behavioural pattern(s).
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	
The title of the article is suitable and befitting. 
Only while writing the scientific name of the species, it is advised to mention Boselaphus tragocamelus as ‘Boselaphus tragocamelus (Pallas, 1766)’ to be more scientifically accurate. 
	

	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 of the article is comprehensive. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically correct emphasizing the potential behavioural significance and patterns of preorbital gland in Boselaphus tragocamelus.  
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The author is advised to incorporate some additional references for betterment of the manuscript. 
It is suggested that in the ‘Results and Discussion’ section, references on preorbital gland working as scent glands could be added. Additionally, the author is advised to incorporate some references/cite some studies on similar observation(s) on closely related species like bison, African buffalo, Indian buffalo to develop hypothesis on the role of preorbital gland as behavioural indicator of real maturity of the individual in the sexual context. 
For Flehmen reponse (mentioned in‘Results and Discussion’ section), it is advised to consider following references, 
1. Müller-Schwarze, D. (1991). The chemical ecology of ungulates. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 29(1-4), 389-402.
2. Pluháček, J., Tučková, V., & King, S. R. (2022). Not just for males: Flehmen as a tool for detection of reproductive status and individual recognition across sexes in four African equid species. Behavioural Processes, 203, 104773.
3. Archunan, G., Rajanarayanan, S., & Karthikeyan, K. 16 Cattle Pheromones. 
These references are more appropriate due to the relatedness of species under consideration. 
However, the references are recent and are appropriate. 
	

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

	
The language/English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications. 

	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript is appropriate, novel and scientifically correct. 
However, it is advised to put emphasis on the preorbital gland secretions in experimentation to elucidate its role in pheromonal communications/marking behaviours. The constituents (largely the Volatile Organic Compounds) must be analysed from the preorbital gland secretion to find any chemical having putative semiochemical role(s). 
Additionally, a more detailed (infographics/illustration) description of the preorbital gland can be added for developing a clearer understanding. For instance, a clear note on the structural characteristic(s) of preorbital gland of female Boselaphus tragocamelus is given in ‘Results and Discussion’ section. A comparative study of the gland between related species would have been better for the article. 
Hypothesis on olfactory responses must be supported with some sniffing, marking photographs along with biochemical analysis. For instance, the author has rightly pointed out the fact that Banbakri may rely heavily on the scent glands to communicate with other members of their species. However, there is no supporting proof/evidence of the same.
Photographic/videographic evidence of Flehmen Response is vital as it is the most celebrated behavioural display by mammals in regards to semiochemical responses. 
As, this is a novel observation made by the author, it is advised to incorporate some details of associated studies on related species to understand the context of preorbital glands’ secretion and its constituents in the field of pheromone biology.
The author has observed both Nilgai males and females often selected specific locations for urination, defecation. The observation is a significant one, the author must consider this aspect in experimentations to claim social signaling behaviour. 

	




	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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)
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