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	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 is significant as it compiles nearly three decades of fragmented data on infectious livestock diseases in Himachal Pradesh. By organizing information on bacterial, viral, parasitic, and fungal diseases, it highlights prevalence trends, knowledge gaps, and emerging threats. The review provides valuable insights for veterinarians, researchers, and policymakers to strengthen disease control, surveillance, and future research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Infectious Diseases of Livestock in Himachal Pradesh: Key Insights and Trends.
	

	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 clear and covers the main purpose, methods, and importance of the review. However, a few changes can make it better. Instead of only naming the databases (PubMed, J-Med, Google Scholar, Web of Science), the authors could also mention how many studies were found, how many were included, and why some were excluded. The abstract refers to “major infectious diseases” but does not name them adding 1–2 examples, such as brucellosis, foot-and-mouth disease, or hemorrhagic septicemia, and noting which ones were more prevalent would make it stronger. The statement about data not being well-organized or accessible is repeated and should be mentioned only once. Finally, the authors should briefly include recommendations or future directions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. Adding some numbers on disease trends, explaining more clearly how the literature was selected, and including comparisons with other regions and zoonotic aspects will make it stronger and more ready for publication.
For example, instead of only stating that brucellosis is prevalent, the author could add data such as: “seroprevalence ranged from 3–12% in different districts between 2005 and 2020.” The author has mentioned PubMed, J-Med, Google Scholar, and Web of Science as sources, but should also explain how many articles were retrieved, how many were included, and the reasons for exclusion. Since diseases like anthrax and brucellosis are zoonotic, the author should also compare the situation in Himachal Pradesh with nearby states or neighboring countries.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, sufficient references are there
	

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


	Yes, the language is good for scholarly writing. With small edits to make it shorter, avoid repetition, and improve flow, it will fit journal standards. Some sentences are too long and should be made shorter for easier reading. A few small grammar and wording issues need to be addressed. For example, use “high prevalence” instead of “high presence,” and keep table entries like “Data from only 1 report” in the same style everywhere.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article is well-researched and gives a clear picture of livestock diseases in Himachal Pradesh over three decades, with good use of tables and references. However, some parts are too long and could be made shorter with smoother flow and consistent data presentation. For example, in the Introduction, instead of writing “Livestock sector plays a crucial role… especially in rural and hilly areas,” it can be simplified to “Livestock is central to Himachal Pradesh’s economy, supporting over 70% of the population, especially in rural and hilly areas.” This makes it clearer and easier to read. Disease prevalence data should also be shown in the same format throughout (either percentage or number of outbreaks, not both). Adding graphs or charts and a short recommendations section would make the paper more reader-friendly and useful for policymakers. Finally, the conclusion should be made stronger by highlighting the most important diseases and key research gaps.
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