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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.


	This manuscript explores the effectiveness of two therapeutic regimens for treating chronic enteropathy in dogs, a condition that is both challenging and prevalent in veterinary medicine. By comparing two common treatment combinations—Metronidazole with Prednisolone and Metronidazole with Mesalazine—the study provides valuable clinical insights for practicing veterinarians. The data-driven approach and multi-parametric evaluation (radiological, hematological, biochemical, and clinical) make the study relevant for advancing evidence-based treatment protocols for CE in canines.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the content and scope of the study.
	

	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 summarizes the study well, including the objective, methodology, and comparison of treatment groups. However, it would benefit from explicitly stating the conclusion that Metronidazole with Prednisolone was found to be more effective.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the study is scientifically sound. The methodology is clearly explained, and the statistical analyses are appropriately applied. Evaluations are done using standard clinical, haematological, and biochemical parameters with appropriate controls.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and include relevant and recent literature. Some are within the last five years and cover both foundational and contemporary research.
	

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


	The language is mostly clear, but there are a few grammatical errors and inconsistencies (e.g., “suppotive therapy,” repetition of phrases, etc.) that should be corrected for better readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	  Ensure consistent terminology, especially for drug names and group identification (e.g., avoid confusion by clearly stating which group received what treatment without contradiction).

 Minor editorial polishing is recommended, especially in the "Discussion" and "Conclusion" sections.

The phrase "Metronidazole and prednisolone" is mistakenly repeated for both groups in some places; one of them should be "Mesalazine".
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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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