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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 holds significant importance for the scientific community, particularly in the field of animal husbandry and livestock management. By comparing intensive, semi-intensive, and extensive rearing systems for Sirohi goats and evaluating their impact on biochemical parameters. The study provides valuable data that can inform sustainable and efficient goat farming practices. The findings offer practical insights for farmers and policymakers in developing nations where goats are a vital source of livelihood. Furthermore, the study contributes to the existing body of literature by presenting specific data for Sirohi goats, adding to the understanding of breed-specific responses to different management systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The Title does not cover the totality of the experiment that was carried out I would recommend this title. Effect of Rearing Systems on Hematobiochemical Parameters of Sirohi Goats. Or Comparative Effect of Grazing and Stall-Feeding Systems on Hematobiochemical Parameters in Sirohi Doelings
	

	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 article is comprehensive, but suggests this addition

1. Grouping the blood parameters into haematological and biochemical instead of listing each variable

2. Need to clarify experimental setup, by identifying the control group and stating control measures used, e.g., was blood collected at the same time, and Doelings exposed to the same climatic conditions

3. Need to mention the use of statistical tools applied to reinforce the credibility of no significant difference

4. Make the conclusion explicit with a statement on the implications of findings 

5. Removal of redundant phrases
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is broadly valid, but several critical issues must be addressed before it can be scientifically sound for publication


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The Manuscript includes a fair number of references that broadly relate to goat rearing, haematological studies and biochemical analysis which are partially sufficient but require significant updates. I recommend replacing several older citations with more recent peer -reviewed studies within the last 5 years.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally readable and understandable, but it contains many grammatical errors, inconsistencies, and awkward phrasings. The use of ATM is an informal phrase not suitable for a scientific journal. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	There is a misalignment between the data provided and the conclusion. The manuscript claims no significant difference in the abstract, yet Table 02 shows statistically significant variation in all variables considered. The author needs to fix conflicting reports. 

The conclusion reported a particular system to be superior based on cost without showing cost analysis, feed cost, and growth performance. Baseline for comparison was not mentioned and statistically analysed

Report is missing some crucial statistical detail, such as if a post hoc test (Duncan multiple range test) was carried out to validate the group-wise superscripts in the table, and the p-values that were used were not reported. Manuscripts mention significant differences but don’t show actual p-values

The nutritional content of diets is not described; likewise, the environmental conditions, such as stress levels, water intake, were not discussed or put into consideration, which might alter the blood parameters

The discussion and Result aspect of the manuscript needs to be rewritten for clarity, alignment with the data table, and a clearer explanation of how results differed, and Implications would be beneficial. Address and correct the contradictory statement regarding cholesterol levels. Ensure text accurately reflects Table.

For WBC, elaborate on the nature of the observed difference and the potential reasons, especially when citing conflicting previous studies.
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