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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 manuscript provides the first region‑specific safety data on the hematological and biochemical effects of lokivetmab in Indian dogs with moderate atopic dermatitis, filling a critical gap in the literature . Such data are essential for veterinarians practising in tropical climates and differing genetic backgrounds, where allergen exposures and metabolic responses may vary. By demonstrating that monthly lokivetmab injections are well tolerated over 90 days, the study supports wider adoption of targeted biological therapy in resource‑limited settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Hematological and biochemical evaluation of lokivetmab therapy in moderate canine atopic dermatitis: First clinical study from India,” is clear and informative. However, to streamline and emphasize the study population, consider: Alternative: “Hematological and Biochemical Safety of Monthly Lokivetmab in Indian Dogs with Moderate Atopic Dermatitis”
	

	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 effectively outlines the aims, design, methods, and main findings. To enhance clarity: – State the sample size (n=8) explicitly. – Include key p‑values for significant changes (e.g., PCV increase, WBC normalization). – A brief note on the absence of adverse events would strengthen the safety claim. – Optionally, mention limitations (small cohort) to set expectations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the study design and statistical analyses (ANOVA, paired t‐tests) are appropriate for a safety evaluation . Inclusion/exclusion criteria based on Favrot’s standards ensure diagnostic rigor. However, the small sample (n=8) limits statistical power and generalizability. Reporting exact p‑values rather than “.05” and clarifying which values remained within reference intervals would improve transparency. Also, a brief description of adverse event monitoring (e.g., injection‐site reactions) is lacking.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list covers foundational and recent lokivetmab trials (2016–2021) and even includes a 2024 study (Ramos et al.) . It would be beneficial to add: – A recent meta‑analysis on IL‑31 blockade in dogs (if available). – Any regional studies on CAD prevalence or hematobiochemical baselines in Indian canines to contextualize findings. 
	

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


	English is generally clear and scholarly. A few minor issues: – Inconsistent spacing around parentheses and units (e.g., “(p = 0.05)” vs “.05”). – Some sentences run long and could be split for readability (e.g., in the Introduction). – Ensure uniform use of British or American spelling (e.g., “behaviour” vs “behavior”). Overall, the manuscript is fit for publication with light copy‑editing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Merits: – Novel safety data in an underrepresented population. – Well‐defined inclusion/exclusion criteria and standard laboratory methods. – Monthly follow‑up design captures medium‑term effects. 

Demerits: – Small sample size; no placebo or parallel control beyond healthy dogs. – Lack of explicit adverse event reporting. – Statistical reporting could be more precise (exact p‑values, confidence intervals). – Tables could be reformatted for clarity (e.g., consistent decimal places). 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

The ethical approval for such a study is ESSENTIAL for publication
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