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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	
	The review article, “Harnessing Transcriptomics for Livestock and Poultry Improvement,” is well-structured, informative, and covers a broad range of transcriptomic applications in livestock science. The manuscript demonstrates good literature coverage and clear organization. However, several areas require improvement before publication, particularly regarding scientific depth, critical analysis, language refinement, citation consistency, and reduction of repetitive content.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
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
	4
	

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

	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
	3
	

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Add a Clear Review Methodology Section
The manuscript lacks a section explaining:
· literature search strategy, 
· databases used, 
· inclusion/exclusion criteria, 
· publication years considered.
 Add a concise paragraph such as:
“Relevant literature published between XXXX and XXXX was retrieved from databases including PubMed, Scopus, and Web of Science using keywords related to transcriptomics, livestock genomics, RNA-Seq, and single-cell sequencing.”

	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Increase Critical Analysis
Currently, the review summarizes studies but rarely critiques them.
Add discussion on:
· limitations of transcriptomic studies, 
· reproducibility concerns, 
· small sample sizes, 
· species-specific annotation problems, 
· high computational cost, 
· challenges in integrating transcriptomics into breeding programs.
Like: “Despite its advantages, transcriptomics remains limited by incomplete livestock genome annotation and difficulties in translating gene-expression biomarkers into routine breeding applications.”

	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Figures Need Improvement:
Figures are referenced but insufficiently described, Figure legends are too brief, No explanation of pathways/components, Figures appear conceptual rather than publication-quality scientific diagrams.
-The conclusion is currently broad and somewhat repetitive.

	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
- Reference Formatting Issues:
 Inconsistent journal capitalization. 
Inconsistent DOI formatting. 
 Some author formatting irregularities. 
“Dèsert” vs “Desert” inconsistency.
- Language Quality:Moderate (requires editing)
	

	14. 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
	3
	



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.
	Suggestion given formally 
Spatial transcriptomics and AI/bioinformatics integration are important themes in the paper but absent from the abstract.
	

	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? 

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

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

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

	No
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