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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	[bookmark: _Hlk170903434]
	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.
	In the context of antimicrobial stewardship in dairy cattle, most reviews conflate the ecological evidence for resistance reduction with the therapeutic evidence for selective therapy. This manuscript's primary contribution is that it clearly distinguishes between them. It distinguishes between what has only shown reservoirs and plausibility (manure and broader environmental pathways), what is based on observational and route-specific data (systemic versus intramammary exposure and fecal E. coli outcomes), and what is supported by randomized trials (selective dry-cow therapy in eligible herds, culture-guided treatment of non-severe clinical mastitis).

Preweaned calves as a separate amplification compartment rather than an addition to adult-cow prescribing and the insistence that a low antimicrobial figure does not necessarily indicate good stewardship because it can equally reflect under-recording, delayed detection, or undertreatment are two arguments in particular that are worth mentioning. Readers who will not read the entire manuscript can use the evidence hierarchy thanks to Tables 1 through 5.
	




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
	5. Precise and educational
	

	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 - Covers scope, method, principal findings and conclusion
	

	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 - Appropriate and indexable, but two topics that occupy substantial sections are not represented. 
	

	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
	5 - Well constructed. The gap statement at the end of Section 1 is specific rather than the usual generic claim of novelty.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - Section 1.1 states scope, explicit exclusions and four objectives. 
	

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - Search extends to July 2026, and the 2024-2025 literature (Barlow, Niemi, Paiva, Rowe, Singh, Uyama, Zalewska, Portillo-Gonzalez) is used substantively rather than cited in passing.
	

	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 - Sections 2.2 to 2.6 are more transparent than most narrative reviews. 
	

	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
	5 - The strongest feature of the manuscript. The tension between Winder et al. (2019), Kabera et al. (2021).
	

	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
	5 - Section 9 sets out six prioritised research needs with named designs 
	

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

	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
	4 - Candid and specific on English-language restriction, observational confounding and geographic sparsity. 
	

	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
	5 - Almost entirely primary research in Journal of Dairy Science.
	

	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 - Clear, precise and readable. Copy-editing needed before publication: "non-saleable" in Section 1 against "nonsaleable" in eight later places; single quotation marks in Sections 7.1 and 9 where double are used elsewhere; hyphens rather than en dashes in all numeric and page ranges; species names not italicised in the reference list; and "The 2022 invited review by McCubbin et al." and "The 2023 invited review by de Jong et al." should follow the author-date style used elsewhere.
	





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 states the population, the clinical intervention and the two analytical frames, and each element is delivered in the text. I would not change it.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with one revision. It is comprehensive and appropriately hedged. Please break the single 295-word block into three paragraphs and quote one or two key effect sizes, for example the reduction in dry-off treatment reported by Kabera et al. (2021), so the abstract carries a magnitude rather than only a direction.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. I found no factual or interpretive errors in the pharmacology, epidemiology or evidence appraisal, and the distinction drawn in Section 5.4 between phenotypic resistance, gene detection and resistome data is correct and well made. Five points should nevertheless be addressed:
1. Sections 6.4 and 8 present essentially the same five-part model twice, once as "stages" and once as "layers". Consolidate into a single named framework and render it as a figure. The manuscript currently contains five dense tables and no figures at all across roughly 12,000 words; one schematic of the framework would materially help the reader.
2. Please re-check the description of Niemi et al. (2025) in Section 4.1 and in the corresponding row of Table 2. It is cited as evidence for selective dry-cow therapy without teat sealant, and that claim does real work in the argument, so the design description should match the source exactly.
3. Where pivotal magnitudes are quoted ("approximately two-thirds", "about half"), give the effect estimate with its confidence interval. In a critical review the reader should be able to see the precision, not only the point estimate.
4. Structure: Section 1.1 is formatted as a top-level heading and should be a subsection of Section 1; and Limitations (Section 11) sits after Conclusions (Section 10). Move Limitations before the Conclusions so the concluding claims are read against the stated constraints.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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

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

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

	NO. This is a literature-based review with no animal or human subjects, so no ethics approval or consent statement is required. 
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Jagroop Singh, Queen’s University, Canada
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