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	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.


	Hemoprotozoans pose a significant threat to canines due to the chronic nature of the disease. The proposed study builds on existing research, with several region-specific reports already available. 
This report could contribute to the body of documented cases nationwide. 
However, it is important to note that the facts and figures presented in the study are already well-known and do not introduce new findings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It is not a comprehensive/exhaustive study so I would suggest a general topic- "Canine Babesiosis: Insights into Hematobiochemical Disruptions"
	

	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.

	The abstract may be re-written and should provide a concise overview of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	"There are certain gaps which must be addressed in the study:

· The duration of the study should be specified.

· Information regarding any history of concurrent infections should be included, as all dogs were clinically ill.

· Cases with significantly high thrombocytopenia should be evaluated for potential co-infection with other hemoprotozoans.
· No comparison has been made regarding animal risk factors, which could strengthen the current findings."
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most of the references quoted are very old. Very few references are recent. So, the old ones may be replaced with recent review articles and new reports.
	

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


	The manuscript has many examples of errors in usage of English (syntax, grammar and style) and clumsy presentation. Exhaustive sentences have been framed, it would be better if compact and brief statements are made.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Discussion is too generalized. 
Some of the sentences lack continuity and need to be checked and re-framed. 

Figures- In figure, specific morphological features may be marked with arrows. The figure provided lacks clarity in description and is blurry to the reader. Very difficult to spot Babesia merozoites and maybe replaced with good quality picture for better understanding.
So keeping in view the significance of the study and the way manuscript has been drafted, it is recommended that article needs Major Revision. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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