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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	Mastitis is one of the costliest and most stubborn diseases in dairy farming, and this review matters because it pulls together both the scientific side and the practical side of controlling it. The problem is that farmers and vets often struggle with scattered information on causes, immune response, and control, and this paper solves that by putting everything in one place. Its special strength is the way it blends global knowledge with context from India, which adds local relevance and makes it more useful to a wider audience.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title does the job but it is a bit long and heavy, which can put readers off. A title should be clear, easy to remember, and straight to the point. A shorter option like “Bovine Mastitis: Causes, Pathogenesis, and Control” would keep the focus sharp and still capture everything important without overwhelming the reader.
	

	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 explains the subject but feels more like a general overview than a strong summary. The problem is it doesn’t give enough concrete numbers or highlight the unique angle of this paper. The fix is to add a few key figures—like prevalence ranges or economic losses—and then close with one clear sentence about what this review offers that others don’t, so it grabs attention and sets expectations right.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The science in this paper is solid and factually correct, covering pathogens, disease mechanisms, diagnosis, and treatments. The gap is that it doesn’t fully include newer ideas like selective dry cow therapy or antimicrobial stewardship, which are now central to mastitis control. Adding those points would make the paper feel current and directly aligned with the challenges farmers and vets face today.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There are plenty of references, which is good, but the problem is they lean heavily on older studies and some are even repeated. This weakens the paper’s credibility and freshness. The solution is simple: clean up the duplicates, update the list with more recent research and guidelines from the last five years, and format everything consistently so the reference section looks professional and reliable.
	

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


	The English is understandable, but there are bumps—like missing italics for species names, uneven grammar, and inconsistent units. These small issues make it harder for the paper to meet international journal standards. A careful language edit would fix this and help the review read smoothly and clearly for a scholarly audience.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This review is well structured and clearly valuable, but right now it feels like it stops one step short of being truly impactful. The main problems are repetition, dated references, and figures and tables that could be clearer. The solution is to polish the style, update the sources, and add more practical take-home points, so the article works not only as a scientific review but also as a hands-on resource.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Since this is a review article based only on previously published studies, there are no ethical concerns. To avoid any confusion, it would be good for the authors to state clearly that no new experiments were conducted.
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