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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.


	1. This manuscript highlights the practical approach to diagnosing and treating maxillary actinomycosis in cattle under resource-limited conditions. 
2. The successful use of fine needle aspiration biopsy and basic Gram staining offers a cost-effective diagnostic alternative for under-equipped veterinary settings. It also emphasizes the efficacy of a simple therapeutic protocol.
3. It contributes to the existing knowledge on bovine actinomycosis and supports the development of accessible veterinary care in low-resource areas.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	YES. However, if the article is a case report, I suggest an alternative title: “Field Diagnosis and Treatment of Maxillary Actinomycosis in a Crossbred Cow: A Case Report.”
	

	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.


	YES, the abstract of the manuscript is generally informative. I suggest adding a brief opening sentence on the significance of actinomycosis in cattle, especially in field settings. 
The abstract ends with "symptomatic recovery,". Kindly clarify the duration or degree of recovery, e.g., the swelling reduced significantly or function was restored.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	YES, the manuscript is scientifically correct, the structure is logical, with case history and detailed clinical examination. The diagnostic methods of FNAB + Gram stain are well-explained, and treatment is documented with dosages. 

I suggest some phrases, e.g., "Inj." should be written as: "Injection."

“Symptomatically well” kindly consider revising to “showed marked clinical improvement.” (page 2) 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some references do not follow the journal’s required format (e.g., author names, year, journal title, volume, and page numbers). I suggest revising all references to match the journal’s required citation style
	

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


	YES. The article is generally appropriate for a scientific audience.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I suggest maintaining a consistent scientific writing style. Use complete drug names, write full dosage units, and avoid abbreviations unless defined.
Consider revising the term "cross-breed cow" to "crossbred cow," the correct adjective form used in scientific writing

The conclusion is currently unclear. I suggest adding a concise summary that highlights  the following poins: 
· The significance of early diagnosis

· The efficacy of FNAB combined with Gram staining in field conditions

· The successful management of the case using conventional therapy

· The broader implications for veterinary practice in rural settings.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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