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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 paper offers useful comparative information on the histological features of the mammary glands of several domestic animals—buffalo, cattle, sheep, goat, pig, and dog. Studies like this are important because they add to our understanding of species differences that influence milk production, glandular physiology, and even susceptibility to mammary diseases such as mastitis. The work also provides a sound reference for veterinary anatomists and pathologists who study normal and abnormal mammary structures.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is descriptive and accurate. However, it can be made a bit more concise and professional.

Suggested title: “Comparative Histology of the Mammary Gland in Domestic Animals.”

This version reads more smoothly while keeping the meaning intact.
	

	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 covers the main objective, methods, and findings, but it feels more like a condensed summary than a clear scientific abstract. It would benefit from minor restructuring—perhaps one sentence that clearly states the objective at the start, a brief summary of the major findings (e.g., which species had thicker capsules or larger ducts), and a closing statement highlighting why these results matter for veterinary or dairy research.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is scientifically sound. The methodology follows standard histological techniques, and the sample size appears sufficient. The data are carefully presented, and the descriptions are consistent with previous reports. However, the study is mostly descriptive; it would be stronger if the discussion made clearer connections between histological differences and their possible functional or physiological implications—for example, relating tissue thickness or duct size to milk yield or lactation pattern.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and well-selected. However, most of them are over a decade old. Including a few more recent papers (from 2020 onward) on comparative mammary histology or lactation biology would improve the paper’s relevance and context.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable but needs light language polishing. Sentences tend to be repetitive—phrases like “In the present study” are used too often—and some parts could be simplified for smoother reading. Despite that, the structure is logical, the tables are clear, and the figures are informative. It would help to ensure that all figure captions follow a consistent format and that the resolution of photomicrographs is high enough for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this is a well-documented and data-rich paper that provides useful baseline information. The work would benefit from careful proofreading, minor tightening of the abstract and discussion, and inclusion of the ethical approval number. With these small improvements, it will make a valuable contribution to the comparative anatomy literature.
The paper is well-structured and scientifically sound, but the authors should address minor issues related to abstract clarity, English editing, and ethical documentation before final acceptance.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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