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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.


	To the best of my knowledge, I think the author is trying to give information on the isolation and identification of Bordetella bronchiseptica isolated from dogs. This research will give information about the method of Isolation and the traditional method of identifying the bacteria, compared to the molecular method.
From this report, it was observed that 12 isolates were recovered from the different dogs. This could be a public health issue because dogs are pets, hence, immunocompromised individuals might be at risk of coming down with infection.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No 
A better option could be:

Isolation and Identification of Bordetella bronchiseptica from clinical respiratory tract infections of canines in Mizoram: First Report


	

	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.


	No
There was no introduction to the topic, the aim of the research is not clear, there was no conclusion. 

The writer jumped from method to result and back to method. The abstract is not well constructed and arranged.

 It should be 

A line of introduction,

Aim

Materials and Methods

Results 

Conclusion
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, Isolation, characterization and Identification of Bordetella bronchiseptica
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, they are up to date
	

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


	No, some review has been highlighted in the manuscript
	

	Optional/General comments


	In my own opinion, A lot is needed to be done to make the wright up to the standard.

1 The information in the introduction section is not well articulated.

2 The materials and methods are not well arranged, with a lot of missing information.
3 The result is not giving clear picture of the observation.

4 The discussion is almost a repeat of the result.
5 The conclusion did not give information about what has been done and recommendations.

This report would have been better if the author gives detail information about the molecular characterization in comparison with the convectional method.

 Information like- no positive to catalase

· Cultural morphology

· Variation in the physiological under microscope

· Number having the same band width on the gel electrophoresis.

I think a total recast of the report is needed.

Please check the manuscript for corrections.
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