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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 review article entitled: Oxidative Stress and Antioxidant Defense Mechanisms in Transition Dairy Cows: An Updated Review addresses a highly relevant topic in dairy science, the role of oxidative stress and antioxidant defense during the transition period in dairy cows. It is a very comprehensive, well-structured, and it likewise demonstrates a strong command of both mechanistic and applied literature. This review highlighted the disconnect between organelle-level mechanistic insights and herd-level intervention outcomes, which are the very critical gap in the field.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

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

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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

	4
	

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

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	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.
	Yes, the title of the article is suitable since it accurately reflects the scope of the paper. It is clear and descriptive that signals both the topic and the context, while indicating that it is a review article. However, it is suggested to change the word “A Review Article” to a more refined wordings for a stronger visibility and impact such as “Current Evidence” or “Recent Findings”.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is strong in scope and detail, however, it is quite long and reads more like a mini review. Better to make it concise but not to eliminate valuable findings. Do not overload it with technical details, consider simplifying or grouping mechanistic terms. The author can directly state the practical takeaway for dairy herd management. Make a clearer separation of the background, evidence, gaps, and conclusion to improve readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct and accurate, however, many mechanistic findings are preliminary and based from small-scale studies, and the absence of Scopus/Web of Science coverage limits comprehensiveness. It would be better if the author clarifies the strength of evidence for mechanistic versus herd-level findings and expand practical implications to enhance applied scientific value.
Minor revision is recommended before acceptance for publication
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are recent but not so sufficient that provide a balanced view of supportive and contradictory evidence. However, the exclusion of Scopus and Web of Science databases limits comprehensiveness, and the reliance on a small number of laboratories for mechanistic findings may reduce generalizability. The author should broaden the reference base to include more diverse geographic contexts and ensure consistent formatting across citations.
	

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

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

	No, it does not present ethical concerns, because it is a literature-based review without new animal experimentation. The author should ensure that a formal conflict of interest statement and funding disclosure are included, as per journal requirement, if there’s any.
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