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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
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	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 practical and biological issue in food-animal nutrition: selenium is essential, but increased selenium deposition does not necessarily demonstrate improved health or productivity. Its cross-species treatment connects selenium chemistry, ruminal transformation, selenoprotein biology, biomarkers and supplementation outcomes. The distinction among deficiency correction, reserve formation and edible-product enrichment is particularly useful for researchers and nutritionists. The review has value as an educational synthesis, although more quantitative study-level evidence would make its critical conclusions easier to assess and apply.
	




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 — Excellent
The title accurately identifies the subject and scope.
	

	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 — Good
Comprehensive and balanced, although lengthy; tighten repetitive statements.
	

	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 — Good
Relevant and useful; selenium itself could be included if the publisher requests indexing terms beyond the title.
	

	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 — Good
Section 1 develops the rationale and explains the problem of substituting biomarkers for meaningful outcomes.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 — Excellent
Section 1.1 explicitly defines scope, research gap and objectives.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 — Good
Literature is directly relevant and organized around mechanisms, species and endpoints.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 — Excellent
Coverage extends to the stated cutoff of 7 August 2026 and includes foundational sources.
	

	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
	3 — Satisfactory
Section 2 gives databases, search concepts and criteria. Clarify actual database-specific dates/strings, reviewer roles and how incomplete full-text access affected claim verification.
	

	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 — Good
Sections 6–9 critically distinguish deposition from functional outcomes. Add quantitative results and qualify the inference of enzyme saturation from unchanged activity.
	

	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 — Excellent
Section 10 proposes specific trials, biomarker validation, speciation, safety and nutrient-flow research.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 — Good
Conclusions follow the review, with appropriate restraint about benefits above adequacy.
	

	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 — Good
Section 12 explicitly discusses selection bias, language, full-text access and evidence heterogeneity.
	

	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 — Good
Primary papers, meta-analyses, scholarly reviews and requirement monographs are included. Selected records were checked; a complete reference audit was not performed.
	

	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 — Good
Language is clear, but repetition across Sections 6–11 could be reduced.
	





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 accurately reflects the content. Adding “A Critical Narrative Review” would clarify the article type but is optional.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract explains scope, dates, evidence strengths, effect modifiers and the nutritional conclusion. Consider shortening it to the publisher’s word limit and explicitly distinguishing evidence from controlled trials and meta-analyses. Avoid implying that all emerging forms have equally immature evidence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Overall assessment: The manuscript is generally sound as a critical narrative review and contains explicit methods, objectives, evidence tables and limitations. I recommend MAJOR REVISION focused on evidence presentation and interpretation, rather than new experiments or mandatory conversion to a systematic review.

Priority revisions
1. Quantitative evidence (Sections 6–7; Tables 1–4): The tables are useful conceptual summaries but provide little numerical evidence. Add a compact table for key controlled trials and meta-analyses with species, sample/study count, analysed basal Se status, source, supplemental and total dose, feeding period, comparator and main result with uncertainty. Identify as-fed versus dry-matter units. This is important because the central argument depends on adequate versus deficient controls and deposition versus performance outcomes. No original statistical analysis is required for this narrative review.
2. Actual appraisal procedure (Sections 2.2–2.6): Clarify when each database was searched, give actual database-specific search examples, and state who screened and appraised sources and whether judgments were checked. Explain how SANRA informed the review without suggesting that it is a primary-study risk-of-bias instrument. Describe how the confidence categories in Table 3 were assigned. Search counts or a PRISMA diagram are not mandatory for a narrative review, but retained-source counts and an appraisal summary would improve transparency.
3. Access and verification (Sections 2.5 and 12): Some full texts were inaccessible. Identify which retained studies were assessed only from abstracts or records, and explain how outcome claims requiring detailed methods/results were verified. Distinguish bibliographic verification from full-text scientific appraisal. Present this as a limitation rather than implying equally complete evaluation of every source.
4. Enzyme saturation (Sections 4.4, 6.1 and 7.2): Unchanged GPX activity in Hachemi et al. (2023) is consistent with saturation but does not independently prove it. Qualify the interpretation and consider baseline status, power, assay and sampling compartment. The primary study also reports reduced somatic cell count with the higher OH-SeMet treatment; include this result with its limitations, while retaining the distinction between somatic cell count and diagnosed disease incidence. Source checked: https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/36894429/ (doi:10.3168/jds.2022-22323).
5. Selective endpoint summary (Section 6.1): The statement that Sun et al. (2017) found little effect on major production variables needs a more complete explanation. The study reports no overall effect on uncorrected milk yield or dry-matter intake, but linear responses in milk fat and corrected milk production with increasing HMSeBA. Report both findings and distinguish dose trends from source comparisons. Source checked: https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28987589/ (doi:10.3168/jds.2017-12610).
6. Applying the framework (Sections 6–8): Because the review emphasizes nutritional significance, provide a concise species/stage reference table or decision framework showing how basal supply, status and endpoint determine the supplementation objective. If numerical requirements or safety boundaries are included, identify the reference system, concentration basis, total versus added Se and applicable jurisdiction. Do not conflate biological requirement, tolerable intake and regulatory maximum. This would make the recommendations more usable without prescribing one cross-species dose.

Additional comments
7. Tables 1 and 4: Replace “consistently” and similarly broad wording with endpoint- and source-specific statements where the evidence varies. Different Se-enriched yeast preparations should not automatically be treated as identical.
8. Table 3: Explain confidence categories and distinguish certainty about an essential biochemical mechanism from certainty about supplementation efficacy.
9. Section 6.2: Retain the explicit caution about limited goat evidence; separate sheep results from goat-specific conclusions in summary tables where appropriate.
10. Sections 6–11: Reduce repeated explanations of deposition versus productivity and GPX plateaus. Keep the detailed mechanism in Section 4, species evidence in Section 6 and the integrated interpretation in Section 9.
11. Terminology: Define OH-SeMet/HMSeBA consistently when discussing the source studies. In Section 8.2, “nutritional safety margin” is more appropriate than “therapeutic margin” for the feeding context.
12. Declarations and references: Tailor the author AI declaration’s references to study design and data analysis to this narrative review. Add a manuscript competing-interest declaration if required by the publisher; none is evident in the supplied text. Check all citation metadata and formatting. The spot checks do not constitute authentication of the whole bibliography.

Locations refer to section and table numbers because stable page/line numbering was not supplied. The recommendation is a draft for the reviewer’s independent judgment.

Recommendation: MAJOR REVISION, 8.0/10 on the supplied scale. The chapter is relevant, coherent and stronger in critical framing than a purely descriptive overview. The most important changes are a quantitative evidence summary, clearer reporting of appraisal and source access, and balanced interpretation of the Hachemi and Sun studies. These are repairable deficiencies and do not require new animal experiments.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, broadly. The reference list combines primary studies, meta-analyses, established reviews and species-specific nutrient-requirement monographs, including publications from 2026. Strengthen the use of original numerical results rather than adding citations merely to increase the count. Selected key records were checked against scholarly sources, but the entire bibliography was not independently authenticated. Retain older papers where they support foundational biology or historically important feeding evidence.
	

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

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

	NO specific manuscript ethical violation was identified from the supplied text. This review does not report new human or animal experiments, and the authors disclose AI assistance. However, plagiarism, permissions and all underlying source claims were not independently audited. Clarify the author competing-interest statement and align declarations with the actual work; missing disclosure information is not evidence of misconduct.
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