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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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.
	I believe this manuscript makes a genuinely useful contribution to veterinary dermatology, particularly for clinicians working in tropical and subtropical regions. The study provides one of the few large-scale epidemiological profiles of canine skin diseases from the Cauvery Delta, an area where such baseline data have been conspicuously absent from the published literature. For practicing veterinarians in South India and neighboring regions with similar climatic conditions, these findings offer practical guidance on which dermatological conditions to expect and prioritize in their daily caseload. The clear predominance of bacterial and parasitic skin diseases highlighted in this research underscores the pressing need for enhanced ectoparasite control programs and improved hygiene practices in community dog populations. Moreover, the seasonal patterns documented here contribute valuable pieces to the global puzzle of how environmental factors shape companion animal health, which I think will be of interest to researchers working on climate-related health outcomes across different species.
	



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 study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	2
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	15. 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
	



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.

	No, while the title is accurate and descriptive, I believe it could be improved for greater conciseness and impact. My suggestion would be to revise it to: "Prevalence and Etiological Spectrum of Canine Dermatological Disorders in the Cauvery Delta Region of Tamil Nadu, India." This revision removes the slightly redundant mention of South India while preserving the specific geographic and clinical focus that makes the title informative.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No, the abstract is not fully comprehensive in its current form. It lacks the specific numerical breakdown of the seasonal distribution and does not mention the diagnostic methodologies used in the study. To improve, I recommend revising the abstract to include the seasonal prevalence percentages, a brief list of the primary diagnostic procedures employed, and confidence intervals for the overall prevalence estimate. These additions would make the abstract a more complete and standalone summary of the research.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No, the manuscript is not entirely scientifically correct as currently presented. The primary issue is the claim that age, sex, and breed are risk factors for dermatological disorders, which is an associative inference that is not supported by the purely descriptive statistical analysis provided. To be scientifically correct, the authors must perform appropriate inferential tests and provide the denominator data from the hospital population before drawing such conclusions. The associations should be presented as simple observations within the study sample until they have been properly tested and confirmed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

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

	No, the references are neither sufficiently recent nor entirely reliable in their current form. The reference list is dominated by older publications, with few citations from the last ten years. More critically, there are apparent citation errors, including the inappropriate use of a human study. I strongly recommend that the authors conduct a comprehensive search for relevant, recent literature from veterinary dermatology, paying particular attention to studies from South Asia and other tropical regions. They should also carefully verify every citation in the list to ensure it is correct, appropriately formatted, and directly relevant to the specific point being made in the text.
	

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

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

	No, I do not identify any specific ethical issues with the conduct of the research itself, as it involved only standard clinical procedures that posed minimal risk to the animals. However, I do note a reporting issue: the manuscript lacks a formal statement confirming that ethical approval was obtained from an Institutional Animal Ethics Committee. While this was likely an oversight, such a statement is a standard requirement for publication and should be added to the methods section for completeness
	



Reviewer details:
Arman Abdous, Islamic Azad University Karaj Branch, Iran
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