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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 article offers a thorough overview of stem cell sources, kinds, and clinical uses in a quickly emerging field of veterinary regenerative medicine. The topic is useful for enhancing treatment approaches in livestock and companion animals, despite organizational flaws.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Not entirely appropriate.   The title needs to have its grammar fixed.  ‘Stem Cells and Their Clinical Applications in Veterinary Science: A Review’ is the suggested title.
	

	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 too lengthy and unstructured and has a number of lengthy run-on sentences. The phrase "livestock illnesses with little natural healing potential" is ambiguous. over-listing. Condense and reorganize into a format of background, gap and conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Embryonic stem cells are mistakenly called "totipotent" on Page 2, Line 10. Stem cell potency is defined repeatedly on page 3, lines 5 to 12. iPSC safety concerns are oversimplified on Page 5, Lines 18 to 22; tumorigenicity is not discussed. There is a lack of mechanistic information in claims of MSCs in the treatment of mastitis on Page 6, Lines 8 to 14.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Reference formatting on pages 14 through 20 is uneven, despite the references being contemporary studies. A number of entries have uneven punctuation, split lines, or no journal names. standardized in accordance with journal requirements.
	

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


	Grammar needs a lot of work. Line 2 on page 2 should read "regenerative" instead of "regener ative." Page 3, line 1: The formatting of the heading ‘Self-Renewing’ is not consistent. Lines 15 to 22 on page 4 are extremely lengthy and disorganized phrases. lines 3 to 103 to 10 on page 8: Conversational tone; should be scholarly.
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