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	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 manuscript attempts to address the impact of different rearing systems—intensive, semi-intensive, and extensive—on the hemato-biochemical profile of Sirohi doelings. If well-executed, such findings could support evidence-based decisions in livestock management and contribute to sustainable animal husbandry practices.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 abstract is not clear and needs improvement. The aim of the study is not well stated, and the authors should clearly explain what they were trying to find out—such as the effect of different rearing systems on the blood and biochemical values of Sirohi goats. The results section of the abstract is also misleading. It says there were no differences between groups, but the data in the paper shows that some values did change significantly. This should be corrected to reflect the true findings.

The abstract also does not mention the use of statistical analysis. It would be helpful to state that one-way ANOVA was used and that some results were statistically significant. The conclusion is too general and should better explain what the results mean in practice. For example, it could mention that intensive rearing showed better blood values, but semi-intensive rearing may be more cost-effective. There are also some small errors in the text, such as formatting of units and spelling, which should be corrected for clarity. Overall, the abstract should be rewritten using simple and accurate language that reflects the main points of the study.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is not fully scientifically correct and does require several improvements.

There are inconsistencies between the abstract and the results. For example, the abstract claims that there were no significant differences in blood and biochemical parameters among the groups, but the results and discussion sections report several statistically significant differences. This contradiction raises concerns about the accuracy of the interpretation.

Additionally, the Materials and Methods section lacks key scientific details. Important information is missing, such as the exact diet composition, methods of blood analysis, and how animals were managed between grazing sessions. The age range of the goats (6–12 months) is quite broad, and this could affect the results due to differences in growth and metabolism, but this is not addressed in the study design.

The statistical analysis is mentioned briefly, but no detailed explanation is given about the data treatment, assumptions checked, or post-hoc testing. This makes it difficult to assess the validity of the conclusions.

Finally, while the manuscript references previous studies, some references are outdated, and claims are made without proper citations. The presentation of data also contains formatting issues, such as mislabelled superscripts and inconsistent units.
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