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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.


	This case report highlights the importance of early diagnosis and effective treatment of spirocercosis in dogs. It demonstrates the value of endoscopy and fecal examination in confirming Spirocerca lupi infection. The successful use of Doramectin provides useful guidance for veterinarians managing similar cases.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	ok
	

	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.


	  Missing spaces after commas, such as in "anorexia,chronic vomiting".
  Incorrect phrasing like "since 3 months" instead of "for the past three months".

  Use of informal terms like "continuous whining" instead of clinical terms like "persistent vocalization".

  "Dog was treated" lacks the article "the" – it should be "The dog was treated".

  "Other supportive includes" is grammatically incorrect; it should be "supportive therapy included".

  The scientific name Spirocerca lupi is not italicized.

  The abbreviation "q14d" should be written in full as "every 14 days" for clarity.

  The sentence about nodules being "mainly in the aorta" is misleading and not entirely accurate.

  No concluding sentence is present to highlight the importance or relevance of the case.

  The flow of information is abrupt and lacks smooth transitions between clinical findings, diagnosis, and treatment.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	  Introduction:
· The sentence structure can be improved for better readability and flow.

· There are missing citations for some references, such as the specific details about the migration of the larvae.

  Case Presentation:

· 2.1 Clinical Presentation:

· The sentence “On clinical examination the dog was dull with moist pink mucus membrane…” could be clearer by specifying whether the mucus membrane was normal or abnormal. "Moist pink" may be misleading.

· The term “severe weight loss” could benefit from more specifics, like a percentage of body weight lost.

· 2.2 Laboratory Examination:

· Mild leucocytosis (24.72 x 10³/cmm) should be referenced against normal ranges for context.

· Mention of normal serum biochemistry is useful, but mentioning any abnormal findings (if any) would provide more context.

· 2.3 Fecal Examination:

· The description of the fecal flotation method could be more concise.

· The phrase "revealed the presence of embryonated Spirocerca lupi eggs" might be clearer if stated as “identified embryonated eggs of Spirocerca lupi.”

· 2.4 Endoscopy:

· The description of endoscopic findings lacks details on the size of the nodules and whether they were singular or multiple.

· Terms like "glistening space-occupying nodule" could be more detailed by indicating whether the nodule was mobile or fixed.

· 2.5 Treatment:

· The administration of doramectin should specify if it was subcutaneous (SC) and if the doses were given as injections or slow release.

· Mention of supportive treatments, like antibiotics and antiemetics, could include the rationale behind their use.

  Result and Discussion:

· The section about the variability of clinical manifestations could have more clarity regarding how these manifestations may vary depending on lesion type.

· The statement about fecal flotation having “limited sensitivity” should be expanded with more detail about why FLOTAC and PCR are better.

  Conclusion:

· The conclusion could better summarize the importance of early diagnosis and treatment and how doramectin contributed specifically to the positive outcome.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are old
	

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

	Optional/General comments
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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)
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