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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 (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 study aims to address a critical gap by moving beyond generic “hepatic dysfunction” labels to dissect specific patterns of liver injury, cholestasis, and synthetic failure in canine patients. 

By correlating biochemical markers with clinical presentation, it aims to provide veterinarians and researchers a clearer framework for interpreting liver panels in practice. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title succinctly announces an investigation into “hepatic dysfunction,” but it may be overly broad. A more precise alternative might be: “Biochemical Profiling and Clinical Correlates of Hepatocellular Injury, Cholestasis, and Synthetic Failure in Dogs in (Location).
	

	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 should include key details on (a) sample size and selection criteria (e.g. “12 diagnosed cases vs. 10 healthy controls”), (b) main statistical methods and threshold for significance, and (c) any confirmatory diagnostics (e.g. ultrasound or biopsy). Currently it states overall findings but omits these critical design and analytic elements.The limitations should be included and statistical strenghth of the paper is not good enough for the journal’s standard
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The overall approach is sound, but the small cohort (12 vs. 10) limits power and raises the risk of false-positive or -negative findings.

 Clear specification of statistical tests, normality checks, and multiple testing corrections is needed to support the reported p-values. 

In addition, without imaging or histopathology (biopsy of necropsy) to confirm liver involvement, enzyme elevations alone can be ambiguous. 

Addressing these points will strengthen the validity of your conclusions if added.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The cited classics (Snedecor & Cochran, 2004) are appropriate for statistical methods, but the biochemical and clinical pathology literature has advanced in the past decade. I suggest adding recent studies on canine liver panels and diagnostic imaging guidelines .
	

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


	The manuscript is generally well written, but some passages read as formulaic or repetitive—hallmarks of AI-assisted drafting. Vary transitions and deepen discussion points to avoid overly generic phrasing. A focused copy-edit to smooth paragraph flow and ensure consistent use of domain-specific terminology will enhance readability without sacrificing scientific precision.
	

	Optional/General comments


	 -Expand your Methods to include a formal power calculation and detailed test descriptions (normality checks, correction for multiple comparisons).

- Consider adding ultrasound or histopathology data to confirm biochemical findings.

- Use specific terms (hepatocellular injury, cholestasis, synthetic failure) throughout and reserve “hepatic dysfunction” for summary statements.

- An analysis of ALT:AST ratios and enzyme correlations with clinical severity would add valuable nuance.
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