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	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 describes an important area in veterinary cell biology, which is developing a mammary epithelial cell from Bakarwali Sheep, an indigenous breed of sheep. It provides a species specific model for studying mammary gland biology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title can be modified as “Establishment and characterization of a primary mammary epithelial cell culture from Bakarwali sheep”.
	

	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.


	Comments on the Abstract
1. The “Aims” sentence should be grammatically correct as “This study aimed to establish a primary mammary epithelial cell culture from the Bakarwali sheep of Jammu”
2. Specify details of tissue processing ( Like 0.05% collagenase etc) rather than simply giving enzymatic treatment
3. The results state that Keratin and casein were detected which are specific for mammary epithelial cells. But the presence of vimentin ( Mesenchymal marker ) should be clarified. ( Whether presence of fibroblasts)
4. In conclusion , avoid overstatement on the applications of this cell without further characterization..
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The overall experimental design follows standard protocol for Primary MEC isolation. However, the following concerns need to be addressed
1. Use of hydrocortisone and EGF is not mentioned in the material and methods but given in the results and discussion.

2. How many animal tissues were used? How many replicates performed?

3. How many times selective trypsinization was repeated to get purified population of MEC?

4. What are the controls used in PCR . Need to explain the negative control.

5. Basic growth metric of the cells are not reported. Atleast, evena simple statement on time taken for first passage need to be mentioned.

6. In discussion, there is no comparison with the existing literature ( Bakareali goat MEC , how it differs from this cells)

7. Avoid overstatement in the conclusion. 

8. Mention the limitations of this study, like, need more characterisation for further applications. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Reference list is adequate, however it should be checked for consistency in formatting. Few ovine specific references can be added. 
	

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


	The manuscript requires substantial editing for English language .Many sentences are grammatically incorrect or awkward. For example, “The present study was aimed to establish primary culture of mammary epithelial cell of Bakarwali sheep of Jammu was done” should be rephrased (e.g. “This study aimed to establish a primary mammary epithelial cell culture from the Bakarwali sheep of Jammu”). Consistent tense usage (past tense for methods/results, present for general statements) needs attention. Common issues include plural/singular mismatches (“tissue was taken” vs “tissues were minced”), missing articles, and run-on sentences
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