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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 paper is a well-structured and scientifically sound comparative study of three popular dog breeds. It effectively combines morphometric data with functional and evolutionary interpretations, making it valuable for both academic and applied veterinary sciences. The referencing is thorough, and the statistical methods are appropriate. However, there are areas needing minor correction, clarity, and consistency improvements to meet high publication standards.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Yes, your abstract is informative and outlines the study’s objectives, methods, and main findings, but it can be made more comprehensive, structured, and reader-friendly with a few adjustments. Below is a breakdown of what works well and what can be improved:

  Structure and Flow: Break the abstract into logical components—Background, Aim, Methods, Results, and Conclusion. Right now, it reads like a single paragraph without internal structure.
  Clarity:

· Some ratios and data points are difficult to interpret without context (e.g., "5.50:6.50:7.0"—is this body length in cm, or a ratio to some standard?).

· Remove excessive numeric detail; reserve that for tables/Results.

  Conciseness: Remove repeated words or phrases (e.g., “overall height” and “height” may be redundant).

  Statistical Significance: No mention of statistical validation (e.g., “significant differences were observed among breeds (p < 0.05)”).

  Keywords: Already well-chosen, but could consider adding terms like “Breed Comparison” or “Veterinary Morphology” for indexing purposes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, this manuscript is scientifically sound and largely correct, with a strong foundation in morphometric methodology and comparative anatomy. The study is well-conceived and executed, and the data is presented in a meaningful way. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Your reference list is generally sufficient, well-researched, and includes a mix of classic foundational works (e.g., Evans & de Lahunta, 2013; Stockard, 1941) and recent studies (e.g., Husain et al., 2023; Coli et al., 2023). 

This helps balance historical anatomical understanding with modern techniques and interpretations.
	

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


	This manuscript is written in generally clear and understandable English, and the scientific content comes through well. However, it does require moderate editing to fully meet the language and formatting expectations of scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript presents a relevant and well-conducted study with significant value in veterinary anatomy, breed standardization, and applied morphometry. The comparative analysis of three popular dog breeds is insightful and well-supported by measurements and literature. The study contributes useful reference data for clinicians, breeders, and researchers.
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