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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.


	Certainly, the present study is done in a vital area of canine dermatitis. The article could help the clinicians and researchers in that field to have an idea of recent sensitivity patterns. It could also create interest among researchers from various geolocations to conduct similar studies, as the sensitivity pattern may differ from place to place and between pathogens.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Though, the term ‘pododermatitis’ definitely means its occurrence in dogs, the phrase – ‘in dogs’ may be suffixed to the title, to be clearer. It is only a suggestion and left to the choice of the author.
	

	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 is comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. Correct. Other comments are given in PART-2
	

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

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


	Language is good, except few typographical errors, which could be corrected.
	

	Optional/General comments

Suggestions mentioned in PART 2 may be attended to improve the quality of the manuscript


	It may kindly be noted that, the article is recommended for publication after attending to the above-mentioned minor corrections. 

However, the following comments / suggestions are mentioned only to further improve the quality of the manuscript. The author may attend to possible extent. 

1. Few typographical errors noticed in the manuscript may be attended to.

2. The length of introduction may be reduced.

3. The author has mentioned about a control group in abstract. But it is not mentioned either in materials and methods or in result and discussion. 

Suggestion: Either mentioning of control group may be deleted from abstract or result with inclusion of control group could be done.

4. Table number-1. The author may mention whether the scoring is based on any standard guideline or an evolved scoring system

5. The author can further explain on the statement, “All the dogs had similar clinical scoring on day ‘0’ were only considered” – the second sentence in Result and Discussion. Here, the author can further explain on the level of score included for the trial (in reviewer’s opinion, the score being 0-4, the selection of a particular score will definitely have impact on the resultant efficacy of the drugs)
Reference number 8. Nicolson, A.T. and Gould, I.M. (2022) is incomplete.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details)
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