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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	The study is particularly interesting because it explores the effects of different protein protection methods on digestibility, nutritional values, growth performance, and blood metabolites in sheep. By comparing various treatments (heat, sodium hydroxide, formaldehyde, and acetic acid), the research provides valuable insights into how these methods can enhance or hinder the overall productivity and health of sheep.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	My proposition is : 
‘Impact of Protected Protein on Sheep's Productive Performance and Blood Metabolites’
	

	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.

	Combination of similar information, clarification of the structure, and use of smoother transitions between different parts of the abstract. The first sentence of the abstract can be : 
‘This investigation included two experiments to study the effects of feeding different rations of protected protein from canola meal on sheep’.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The article is scientifically acceptable in terms of content, its writing is of an average standard with a lot of redundancies.
The paragraph dealing with goat cheese added to 2.1.4 (2.1. Methods of Protected Protein in Canola Meal in Acetic acid treatment) is not relevant; since it does not refer to any experimentation. Why is it necessary to cite goat cheese in this article? 
Paragraph: . Goat milk used in this study was the bulk tank milk collected from the milking goat herd consisted of Saanen, Alpine and Nubian breeds at the Georgia Small Rumi- nant Research and Extension Center, Fort Valley State University, Fort valley, GA, USA. All goats were ma- chine milked, and the experimental milks were pasteurized at 63˚C (145˚F) for 30 minutes before manufacture of the FF and LF experimental goat milk cheeses.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The vast majority of references are old; thus out of 50 references, 35 are from before 2000, while the most recent is from 2006.
	

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

	The English language used is generally suitable for scholarly communications, but there are a few areas that could be improved for clarity and readability. Some suggestions for best quality:
Grammar and punctuation: Correct minor grammatical errors and improve punctuation.
Flow and readability: Improve the flow of sentences for better readability. 

	

	Optional/General comments

	The article could be better presented by making language corrections and possibly refining it with recent references.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No
	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	



	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	If plagiarism exists, it would be that of the article itself which was submitted as is without revision.
	






	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:


	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”

“I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.”





	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:


	Guideline
	MARKS of this manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 
Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	>8






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


	
	Author’s Feedback
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