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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 (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.


	Importance of the Manuscript for the Scientific Community:
1. The manuscript addresses a highly relevant issue in animal science by emphasizing the role of gut health as a key determinant of livestock and poultry productivity.

2. It provides a comprehensive synthesis of gut health markers from structural, functional, and immunological perspectives, which are increasingly recognized as critical indicators of physiological performance and resilience.

3. The review serves as a valuable scientific reference for researchers and practitioners in identifying alternatives to antibiotic use and developing precision nutrition strategies to enhance animal health and production sustainability.

4. By integrating recent advances, the work strengthens the theoretical foundation and highlights practical applications for modern livestock production systems.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is too broad and lacks specificity, making it unclear whether the manuscript is a review or original research. Moreover, the term ‘markers’ is still too general; it is recommended to narrow the scope or use more precise descriptors. Based on the content of the manuscript, which extensively discusses anatomical, functional, and immunological aspects, a more appropriate alternative title would be: ‘Anatomical, Functional, and Immunological Markers of Gut Health as Determinants of Livestock and Poultry Productivity: A Review’.
	

	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 provides relevant background on the importance of gut health for livestock and poultry productivity; however, it is currently too lengthy and somewhat repetitive. The extensive list of anatomical indicators (e.g., villus height, crypt depth, mucosal thickness, goblet cell density, rumen papillae, capillary density, and GALT development) makes the abstract overly technical for this section and should be condensed into a more general description, such as “anatomical and functional gut health markers.” In addition, the abstract lacks a clear statement of the review’s objective, a concise summary of the main findings, and a concluding sentence that emphasizes the article’s key contribution.
Suggestions for Abstract Improvement:
1. Shorten the opening background to make it more concise and directly linked to practical contexts, such as feed efficiency, growth performance, and disease resilience.

2. Clearly state the review objective, for example: “This review aims to evaluate anatomical, functional, and immunological gut health markers in livestock and poultry.”

3. Include a brief description of the review methodology, specifying the literature sources and the period covered. For example: ‘Relevant literature was systematically collected from major databases (PubMed, Scopus, Web of Science) by searching specific keywords using Publish or Perish software, covering the period 2010–2025, and analyzed comprehensively.
4. Condense technical details (e.g., specific anatomical indicators) into general terms such as "anatomical and functional gut health markers,” and emphasize broader implications for productivity, feed efficiency, and animal health.

5. Add a strong concluding statement highlighting key findings, novelty, and practical relevance, including precision nutrition strategies and reduced antibiotic dependence, e.g.: “This review underscores the importance of gut health markers as reliable assessment tools and provides a foundation for precision nutrition strategies and sustainable livestock and poultry production.”
6. Keywords: Update the keywords to better reflect the title and topic:
Gut Health, Anatomical Markers, Functional Markers, Immunological Markers, Livestock Productivity, Poultry Performance
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This manuscript addresses a relevant topic on gut health markers and their relationship to livestock and poultry productivity.

1. Most cited studies are scientifically valid; however, the manuscript remains largely descriptive and lacks critical synthesis.

2. Several sections are overly technical and detailed (e.g., histological descriptions of villi, crypts, and rumen papillae) without sufficient integration across studies.

3. The focus should be better aligned with the title, covering both livestock and poultry with clearer species-specific distinctions.

4. Inclusion of comparative tables summarizing major research findings across species is strongly recommended.

5. Relevant visualizations, such as gastrointestinal anatomy, villus histology, and microbiota–host interactions, should be added; however, images unrelated to the topic, such as human large intestine illustrations, should be avoided.

6. The discussion should be expanded with cross-study critical analysis and a stronger emphasis on practical implications.

7. A Future Perspectives section is recommended to highlight the potential of multi-omics and AI technologies in advancing gut health research for sustainable livestock and poultry production.

8. Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound but requires substantial revision to meet the standards of a high-quality review article.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant to gut health markers as determinants of livestock and poultry productivity, but several are outdated. It is recommended to update them with more recent literature from the last 10 years (2015–2025), particularly studies addressing anatomical, functional, and immunological markers, as well as emerging approaches such as multi-omics and AI in gut health research.
	

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


	The English quality of the manuscript is understandable but not fully suitable for scholarly communication. Substantial language editing is required to improve grammar, clarity, conciseness, and academic style. Professional language polishing is recommended to meet the standards of a scholarly review journal.
	

	Optional/General comments
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	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)

There are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript, as it is a review article based on previously published studies.
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