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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.
	This manuscript addresses an important issue in tropical livestock production by evaluating crossbreeding strategies between indigenous and exotic cattle breeds. The development of a Crossbreeding Efficiency Index (CEI) provides a comprehensive framework for integrating reproductive, productive, and adaptive traits into a single evaluation metric. The findings offer practical insights for optimizing breed composition under tropical conditions, where both productivity and environmental adaptability are critical. Therefore, this study contributes valuable knowledge for researchers, breeders, and policymakers involved in sustainable livestock development.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	

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

	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
	2
	

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

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

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

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	2
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

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

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. 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
	2
	




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.

	The title is clear, specific, and appropriately reflects the content and objective of the study, particularly the focus on crossbreeding efficiency and evaluation of genetic groups under tropical conditions.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The abstract needs improvement in clarity and completeness. It should more clearly present the research objective, briefly describe the methodology, and include key quantitative results (e.g., CEI values or ranking). Additionally, the conclusion should be more concise and directly highlight the main implication of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO, The manuscript shows a generally sound scientific basis, but several aspects require improvement to ensure full scientific rigor. The methodology, particularly the standardization procedure and construction of the CEI, needs clearer explanation and stronger justification. In addition, some interpretations in the discussion are overly descriptive and lack sufficient critical analysis. The manuscript would benefit from improved clarity in data presentation, correction of inconsistencies, and better alignment between results, discussion, and conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO, The references are not sufficiently consistent and up to date. Many entries contain formatting errors, inconsistencies in author names, missing or incorrect details (e.g., DOI, year, journal format), and some outdated sources. Such issues are common in manuscripts and can affect credibility and editorial acceptance if not corrected .
It is recommended that the authors:
· Update the reference list by including more recent studies (preferably within the last 10 years), 
· Ensure all references follow a consistent journal citation style, 
· Carefully check the accuracy of each citation (authors, year, title, DOI), and 
· Remove duplicated or poorly formatted entries.

	

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

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

	NO,There are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript.
	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and presents potentially useful findings; however, it currently requires substantial revision before it can be considered for publication. There are notable concerns regarding the clarity and justification of the methodology, particularly the construction of the CEI, as well as inconsistencies in data presentation. The language quality and reference formatting also need significant improvement. Additionally, the inclusion of citations in the conclusion section is inappropriate and should be corrected. I recommend major revision to improve scientific rigor, clarity, and overall presentation.
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