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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

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

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a clinically relevant topic; however, it requires substantial revision to meet scientific publication standards. The study’s objectives are not clearly defined. The introduction refers to multiple concepts amniocentesis, C-section fluid sampling, fetal lung maturation, neonatal mortality, and bubble test physiology but these elements are not organized into a coherent scientific rationale. As a result, the reader cannot identify the main hypothesis or understand what the study intends to test. The authors should rewrite the introduction to present a clear research question and logical justification for the bubble test as The manuscript presents  has absence of statistical analysis. The study relies entirely on raw counts of bubble-test layers, but no statistical comparisons are conducted between the two sample groups, between test-positive and test-negative pups, or between amniocentesis and C-section samples. Without statistical analysis, the conclusions particularly regarding the prognostic value of the bubble test lack scientific validity. The authors should apply appropriate statistical tests such as chi-square, Fisher’s exact test, and nonparametric comparisons, and report percentages, confidence intervals, and measures of variability.

The methodology contains several limitations that need clarification. The study includes only 12 bitches and 32 pups, which is a small sample size and limits the generalizability of the conclusions. Additionally, gestational age is not objectively confirmed, although fetal lung maturation depends strongly on accurate timing. The criteria used to identify and exclude contaminated samples are not described in sufficient detail, and the procedures used during amniocentesis lack important information such as restraint method, anesthesia, and safety precautions. The presentation of results is disorganized and repetitive. Some findings are reported two or three times, bubble-test results are mixed with narrative explanations, and tables are poorly formatted and difficult to interpret. The results need to be reorganized into clearly structured tables with proper numbering and complete headings. Figures also lack appropriate captions and do not present the results in a scientifically clear manner. A substantial revision of the Results section is necessary before the manuscript can be evaluated properly.

The discussion does not critically analyze the findings and overstates the reliability of the bubble test. Claims regarding prognostic accuracy are unsupported given the limitations of the dataset and the lack of statistical validation. In addition, the discussion contains repeated information and occasionally drifts into general background rather than interpreting study results. Important limitations including high contamination rates, potential false, small sample size, and lack of gestational standardization are not sufficiently acknowledged. The authors should revise this section to reflect a more balanced scientific interpretation.

There are numerous linguistic and formatting issues throughout the manuscript. Many sentences contain typographical errors, missing punctuation, or awkward phrasing that makes interpretation difficult. Scientific terminology is inconsistently used, abbreviations are not defined upon first use, and several references are incorrectly formatted and do not follow a standard citation style. The manuscript requires professional English editing before it can be considered for publication.

Articles the authors should cite, with reasons

Bonte T, Del Carro A, Paquette J, et al. (2017). “Foetal pulmonary maturity in dogs estimated from bubble tests in amniotic fluid obtained via amniocentesis.” Reprod Dom Anim 52: 1025–1029. Reason: This is the most directly relevant published study on the use of bubble testing to evaluate fetal lung maturity in dogs. It provides essential methodological comparison, validates the bubble test in canines, and supports the rationale for the current study.

Vannucchi CI, Silva LCG, Lucio CF, et al. (2012). “Prenatal and neonatal adaptations with a focus on the respiratory system.” Reprod Dom Anim 47: 177–181. Reason: This paper explains the physiology of fetal and neonatal respiratory adaptation, including surfactant production, and supports the biological basis of respiratory distress and bubble-test interpretation.

Kutzler MA, Volkmann DH. (2008). “Fetal lung development and surfactant production in the dog.” Proceedings of the 6th ISCFR Symposium. Reason: A key reference on fetal lung development and surfactant physiology in dogs, directly supporting the manuscript’s background and discussion of lung maturity.

Castagnetti C, Mariella J, et al. (2007). “Evaluation of lung maturity by amniotic fluid analysis in equine neonates.” Theriogenology 67: 1455–1462. Reason: Although focused on horses, this study is methodologically relevant as it evaluates lung maturation using amniotic fluid analysis. It strengthens the comparative aspect of the authors' study.

Bates E, Rouse DJ, et al. (2010). “Neonatal outcomes after demonstrated fetal lung maturity prior to 39 weeks of gestation.” Obstet Gynecol 116: 1288–1295. Reason: A major human-medicine reference validating the clinical usefulness of fetal lung maturity testing (including shake/bubble tests) for predicting neonatal respiratory outcomes.

Abbasi E. (2025). “Ecotoxicological implications of environmental contaminants on disease vectors: challenges in risk assessment and strategies for integrated vector management.” Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry.
Reason: Although not directly veterinary-obstetric, this article discusses respiratory membrane integrity, the biological effects of chemical exposure on surfactant and membrane function, and the vulnerability of developing organisms. These concepts support the physiological discussion of surfactant deficiency and RDS in neonatal pups.
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