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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.


	The topic addressed by the manuscript is relevant for the scientific community. However, the way the results are presented and discussed do not give reflect the importance of the subject.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	“Impact of Pasture Grazing on Hemato-Biochemical Variables in Sirohi Doeling under different rearing Systems in Rajasthan”
	

	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.
	I suggest to the authors to add at the end of the abstract, the implications of the study’s findings and a conclusion.
Please do not put any abbreviations in the abstract. Are the collected data subject to statistical analysis? If so, please provide the significance of the test you run (P-value or confidence interval)
Kindly cite Key words following the alphabetical order.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically, the manuscript is not yet satisfactory. Additional work needs to be done by the authors.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	According to the authors’ guidelines, In the text, citations should be indicated by the reference number in brackets [3]. All the citations in the manuscript do not follow this instruction.
Citations (in the text) and references (at the end of the text) do not follow the journal’s guidelines.

Ref. example: Hilly M, Adams ML, Nelson SC. A study of digit fusion in the mouse embryo. Clin Exp Allergy. 2002;32(4):489-98.
	

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


	No, the English quality must be improved. In the text, the English quality is not yet good enough (see some corrections in the text in tracking mode). I suggest the language review before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	INTRODUCTION:
1. Please define ATM

2. The introduction contains many assertions that are not relevant to the study. It is not very detailed and does not clearly state the problem.
3. The introduction does not clearly specify the gape the study is addressing and suffers for insufficient citations. Why is the study needed?
MATERIAL & METHODS

1. Kindly provide specific information on the agroclimatic characteristics of the area where the research was conducted, since ruminant farming is generally linked to the environment.
2. How the blood samples have been collected (method and tools used for the collect)?
3. Some results are included in the materials & methods section (see comments in the manuscript).
4. Information on the statistical procedure is insufficient. What is the significance threshold? What are the factors considered for the analysis? How differences are been managed?
5. The caption of the table 1 “Table 01: Management of protocols was followed for different groups of animals.” is confusing/not clear. Please rephrase the caption.
6. What is the meaning of “gms”?
7. What is the composition (physical and chemical) of the feed resources used during the study? Concentrate? Forage? Since this could also affect the blood Hemato-Biochemical parameters.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

1. The technique/approach used to present and discuss the results is not scientifically sound. I recommend that the authors work hard to further improve the quality of the results obtained.

CONCLUSION
1. Repetitions in the conclusion. The 1st and 4th sentences are the same. Please delete from the 4th sentence.
2. The main conclusion drawn from the study is not well specified.
3. “On the basis of above mentioned findings, it was observed that the intensive rearing system (T1) is superior to semi-intensive (T2) and extensive (T3) rearing systems due to its significant advantages concern to physiological and biochemical changes.” The physiological and biochemical changes cannot be only used to drawn this conclusion. There are so many other factors/parameters that need to be considered before. Please state conclusion only based on your framework of your study.
4. “However, while the intensive rearing system yields better results, it is rather costly. Therefore, the semi-intensive rearing system emerges as a more cost-effective alternative while still being supported by scientific findings.” The study did not address economic factors, so you cannot state this in the conclusion.
5. What are the implications of the findings and the perspectives from the study’s limits.
6. The conclusion too brief, insufficient/incomplete.

The manuscript is too light, not consistent. This may be due to the fact that the results have not been presented and discussed appropriately.
SEE THE MANUSCRIPT FOR MORE OBSERVATIONS (TRACKING MODE)
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