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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 is genuinely important because it takes something that can feel intimidating or complicated like rumen fluid analysis and shows how it can be a straightforward practical tool for veterinarians working with cattle. The study reminds us that we don't always need expensive fancy equipment to make a good clinical diagnosis; sometimes careful observation of colour, smell, and consistency combined with a few basic lab tests tells us exactly what we need to know. The work also highlights how acid indigestion is not just a stomach problem but a whole body problem that can lead to laminitis, liver abscesses, and weakened immune function, so catching it early through rumen fluid evaluation can prevent a lot of suffering and economic loss. By providing specific numbers for pH, ammonia, and TVFA in both healthy and sick animals, the authors give practitioners concrete targets to aim for, which is incredibly helpful in real world clinical settings.
	




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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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


	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	4
	




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.

	I think the title is acceptable but could be improved with a small change. The term "Acid Indigestion" is not the standard terminology used in veterinary medicine today. Most clinicians and researchers use "Ruminal Acidosis" instead. I would suggest revising the title to "Evaluation of Ruminal Fluid Characteristics in Ruminal Acidosis of Cattle: A Practical Diagnostic Tool." This small change will make your paper more discoverable and sound more current to readers.
	

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

	The abstract is mostly there but missing a few key pieces of information. It does not tell me how many animals were in each group, and it does not mention that the control group had six animals. It also leaves out the study location and duration. Adding two sentences one saying "Twelve crossbred Jersey cows including six clinically healthy controls and six with acid indigestion were studied between January and June 2025 at VC&RI Theni" would make the abstract complete and self contained
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	This is where I have my biggest concern, and I want to be direct but gentle. You report significantly higher TVFA concentration in your acidotic animals while also explaining that low pH inhibits VFA producing bacteria. In classic ruminal acidosis, the accumulation of lactic acid causes the pH drop, but total VFA concentration typically stays the same or even decreases. Your finding of increased TVFA goes against what most of the literature reports. I am not saying you are wrong, but you need to address this head on. Perhaps your method measured total titratable acidity rather than specifically volatile fatty acids. Please clarify this discrepancy in your revision.
	

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

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

	No, I do not think the references are sufficient or recent enough for publication. You have only nine references, and only two are from the last ten years. Veterinary science has advanced a great deal since 2007. I recommend adding recent work from researchers like Plaizier, Penner, and Steele who have published extensively on ruminal acidosis in the last decade. Also look for recent review articles that can help frame your findings within current understanding of rumen microbiology.
	

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

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

	No, I do not see any major ethical violations in this manuscript. You collected samples from animals that were already coming to the clinic for care, which is standard practice. However I do think you should add a clear statement that the procedures followed institutional guidelines and that you obtained owner consent. This is more about good practice than about any actual ethical problem
	





PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The TVFA discrepancy is the biggest concern and must be resolved. The complete absence of a limitations section is also problematic for a journal that values scientific rigor. The reference list needs updating. And the authors need to add methodological details about sample collection timing, inclusion criteria, and ethics approval. These are all fixable problems. I recommend asking the authors to do a major revision. If they address these points thoroughly, I think the manuscript will be ready for publication
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