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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 manuscript addresses an important food-safety and analytical-chemistry topic, because the presence of sulfonamide residues in milk is directly relevant to consumer safety, antimicrobial-resistance surveillance, and regulatory monitoring of dairy products. A targeted review of sample preparation and detection strategies could be useful to laboratories that need to select appropriate screening and confirmatory methods. The manuscript also may have potential value because it addresses both conventional instrumental approaches and emerging rapid-screening technologies. However, as presented, the article is mainly descriptive and needs substantial revision to become a critical, reproducible, and scientifically reliable review. A focused review of sample preparation and detection approaches may be useful for laboratories that need to select appropriate screening and confirmatory methods. The manuscript also has potential value as it covers both classical instrumental techniques as well as emerging rapid screening technologies. However, the article in its present form is predominantly descriptive and requires major revision to be a critical, reproducible and scientifically reliable review.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 - Needs Improvement
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 - Poor
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 - Needs Improvement
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	3 - Satisfactory
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 - Needs Improvement
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partly yes. The title is understandable and reflects the general topic. However, the phrase "Research Progress" is broad and generic. A more precise title would be: "Recent Advances in Sample Preparation and Analytical Detection of Sulfonamide Residues in Milk: A Critical Review".
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The abstract provides a general background but does not state the review type, search period, databases, selection criteria, number of studies considered, key comparative findings, or the main limitations of the current literature. It should be rewritten to summarize the scope, evidence base, major conclusions, and practical implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Not entirely. The overall topic is scientifically sound but some statements and examples should be corrected or justified more closely. The mechanism of sulfonamide action should be corrected to inhibition of dihydropteroate synthase, instead of “dihydrofolate synthase”. The SPME section overstates the volatile/semi-volatile analysis and direct GC compatibility, while most sulfonamides are polar/non-volatile and are more often handled by LC-based methods. The SFE discussion should address better the polarity of sulfonamides and the need for modifiers. Several examples are not directly related to sulfonamides in milk, including rhodamine B, 2,4-D, quinolones in fish, penicillin G, cephalosporins, beta-agonists in pork, and tetracycline spectroscopy. These should be removed or explicitly presented as methodological analogues. The general topic is scientifically valid, but several statements and examples need to be corrected or more closely justified. Sulfonamides mechanism of action should be corrected to inhibition of dihydropteroate synthase instead of "dihydrofolate synthase". The SPME section overemphasizes volatile/semi-volatile analysis and direct GC compatibility, but most sulfonamides are polar/non-volatile and are more often handled by LC-based methods. SFE discussion should better address sulfonamide polarity and need for modifiers. Some examples are not related directly to sulfonamides in milk, e.g. rhodamine B, 2,4-D, quinolones in fish, penicillin G, cephalosporins, beta-agonists in pork, spectroscopy of tetracyclines. These should be eliminated or dealt with explicitly as methodological analogues.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partly. The list contains some recent references which is an advantage, but quality and relevance are uneven. Some citations are local reports or examples from unrelated analytes/matrices rather than peer-reviewed studies on sulfonamide residues in milk. The authors should focus on high quality peer-reviewed literature in analytical chemistry, food safety and regulations; include official regulatory documents for MRLs; check each citation; and uniformize style of references, DOI, journal titles and English transliteration when needed. The list has some recent references, which is a strength, but the quality and relevance is uneven. Some references are local reports, or examples for other analytes/matrices, rather than peer-reviewed articles for sulfonamide residues in milk. The authors should aim for high-quality peer-reviewed analytical chemistry, food safety, and regulatory sources; embed official regulatory documents regarding MRLs; check all the citations; and standardize the reference style, DOI format, journal titles, and English transliteration where necessary.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
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