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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 (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 manuscript provides practical clinical insight into the pathogenicity of Babesia Vogel, generally believed to be mildly pathogenic, that is now documented to cause clinically evident disease in a dog. The documentation of haematological changes, parasite morphology, and clinical response to treatment provides the veterinary clinician with practical insights. The identification of Rhipicephalus sanguineus as the tick vector and the specific haematological parameters could assist early diagnosis in endemic areas. This case adds geographic relevance to the epidemiology of canine babesiosis, considering the meagre reports from this region.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title: The present title is valid but requires a clearer message. A direct title shall be more informative: "Clinical Babesiosis in a Dog Caused by Babesia vogeli: A Case Report from India."


	

	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.


	Abstract: The abstract covers the vital elements but still requires improvements in the following: 

1- Add a sentence about the importance of the case.

2-Highlight Giemsa-stained smear as the main diagnosis.

3-Summarize supportive therapy in a brief manner.

4-Make minor grammatical changes for clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically well founded with validly conceived methods and interpretations. The diagnostic and therapeutic approaches are appropriate; however, a few minor clarifications are needed:

Indicate the breed or breed mix of the dog, if known.

Ensure the consistency of format and unit of measure in the tables.

A few small inconsistencies on dosages must be amended. For example, imidocarb dipropionate has been mentioned as both 6.5 and 6.6 mg/kg.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are mostly recent and relevant, mostly covering foundational and up-to-date studies. However, adding a few more geographically contextual or recent case reports from South Asia will strengthen the background even more. Suggested additions: 

Baneth, G. et al. (2020). "Canine vector-borne diseases in India: emerging threats." Parasites & Vectors.

Singh, H. et al. (2023). "Emerging tick-borne infections in South Asian canines." Veterinary World.
	

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


	It is fairly understandable in English but needs editing at a moderate level for a scholarly tune-up. Common issues include:

1. run-on or ill constructed sentences

2. tense inconsistency

3. minor grammar problems (e.g., "showed positive" → "tested positive," "found with ticks" → "was infested with ticks").
	

	Optional/General comments


	This case report provides valuable evidence about Babesia vogeli on a regional and clinical basis, and the detailed hematological data as well as parasite identification are noteworthily written. Better-quality images and incorporation of a map or at least mention of the geographical location in India will augment the manuscript.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer Details:

Ghulam Rabani Neyazi, Badakhshan University, Afghanistan
