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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.


	The study is interesting because it reflects the occurrence of subclinical mastitis in dairy cattle breeding and its impact on milk yield and milk composition. The weakness is the low number of cows included in the study, and therefore the information obtained is not applicable to practice. Nevertheless, a sufficient number of scientific methods were used to demonstrate significant differences. After adding my comments and editing the text, I recommend accepting it.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable.
	

	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.


	I recommend adding one sentence to the abstract that defines tropical conditions/temperature.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, but I have a few comments on individual chapters:
Introduction: Describe and define tropical subtropical conditions in more detail (temperature, feeding time, ventilation).

Why didn't the authors do the cultivation and identification of individual udder pathogens? In the introduction and discussion they have dedicated chapters for S. aureus and streptococci, but these data are not supported by their results?!

I recommend replacing old citations with newer ones. For example, NMC 1996 for https://doi.org/10.17221/67/2019-VETMED or https://doi.org/10.3389/fvets.2021.607311

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There is a missing citation after the sentence: The diagnosis of subclinical mastitis is done by testing the milk samples by different established tests. I recommend adding: https://doi.org/10.2754/avb202493S11S37
MATERIALS AND METHODS

Describe the farm where the study was conducted in more detail. Number of cows. Age distribution by lactation, hygienic milking program, milk storage.
Specify the manufacturer of the automatic milk analyzer.
BIS 1479 (Part 3): 1997 – is missing in the references.

Resultr and Discussion

Figure 1 and 2 does not express statistical differences.

The values ​​are the same in Table 2 and Figure 2. I recommend keeping only the table.

Can the authors explain why there are such large differences between Morning MY and total MY in table 2?

I recommend adding a correlation between the number of somatic cells and the total bacteria count.

Expand the paragraph further in the discussion on TCB and environmental hygiene.
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well structured .
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
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