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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.


	This manuscript is important for the scientific community as it provides a systematic comparative evaluation of fresh seminal attributes in Jamnapari and Sirohi bucks, two economically significant goat breeds. The study enhances understanding of breed-specific variations and interrelationships among seminal quality parameters, which are crucial for improving male fertility assessment and breeding soundness evaluation. Overall, the work strengthens evidence-based decision-making in small ruminant reproductive management and genetic improvement programs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Needs little correction suggested in the reviewed manuscript.
	

	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 improperly written in parts and requires significant improvement.

· Scientific tone should be strengthened.

· Objectives, key findings, and conclusions should be stated more clearly and concisely.

· Avoid unclear statements and ensure numerical or comparative results are briefly highlighted.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· Several references do not strictly follow the new reference style of the journal.

· There are:

· Duplicate references

· Inconsistent journal name formatting

· Missing italics and punctuation issues

· Improper citation styles for theses, conference proceedings, and book chapters


	

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


	Good but needs minor improvement. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	
The manuscript addresses an important and relevant topic in small ruminant reproduction, particularly concerning comparative seminal characteristics of Jamnapari and Sirohi bucks. The study is scientifically relevant and based on adequate experimental observations. However, the manuscript requires moderate revision to improve clarity, scientific tone, presentation style, and adherence to the journal’s updated reference guidelines.

Specific Comments

1. Title

· The current title needs revision to improve clarity and scientific precision.

· The phrase “Interrelationships” is broad and may be refined to better reflect the core outcomes of the study.

· A more concise and technically specific title is recommended.

2. Abstract

· The abstract is improperly written in parts and requires significant improvement.

· Scientific tone should be strengthened.

· Objectives, key findings, and conclusions should be stated more clearly and concisely.

· Avoid unclear statements and ensure numerical or comparative results are briefly highlighted.

3. Keywords

· Abbreviations should not be used in the keywords section.

· All keywords should be written in full form for better indexing and discoverability.

4. Introduction

· The introduction is well written and informative.

· Minor improvements in language flow and sentence structure are recommended to enhance readability.

· Overall, this section is satisfactory with minor editorial corrections only.

5. Materials and Methods

· This section is well structured and adequately described.

· However, some biochemical terms require clearer and more appropriate expression:

· The description of SDS-PAGE methodology should be more precise.

· Enzymes such as ALT/AST should be described more explicitly, including their relevance and analytical procedures.

· Minor refinements in terminology and clarity are suggested.

6. Results and Discussion

· Results are generally presented well; however:

· Some statements need clarification or rewording to avoid overgeneralization.

· Certain interpretations require better scientific justification or literature support.

· The discussion could be better aligned with the presented results and strengthened by clearer comparison with previous studies.

7. Conclusion

· The conclusion is not sufficiently specific.

· It should be more elaborative, clearly highlighting:

· Major findings

· Breed-wise differences

· Practical or scientific implications

· The length and depth of the conclusion should be improved.

8. Tables and Figures

· The quality and content of tables and figures are appropriate.

· However, tables and figures are placed at the end of the manuscript, which is not recommended.

· They should be embedded within the text at appropriate locations immediately after they are cited.

Reference Style and Formatting

· Several references do not strictly follow the new reference style.
· There are:

· Duplicate references

· Inconsistent journal name formatting

· Missing italics and punctuation issues

· Improper citation styles for theses, conference proceedings, and book chapters

The manuscript has scientific merit but requires substantial improvements in writing quality, presentation, and reference formatting to meet the journal’s standards.

The manuscript has scientific merit but requires substantial improvements in writing quality, presentation, and reference formatting to meet the journal’s standards.
	


	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? 


	No (If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)


	


Reviewer details:

Amit Kumar, ICAR-Indian Institute of Agricultural Biotechnology, India
