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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 article is a valuable read for veterinarians and dog breeders, offering well-structured insights into modern diagnostic and preventive approaches for canine jaundice. The author presents the information clearly, with a strong focus on practical applications, making it a useful resource for professionals in this field.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is.
	

	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 provides a solid overview of the study, but it could be further strengthened. Including 1-2 concise sentences briefly outlining the disease—such as key etiological factors, at-risk breeds, or its clinical impact—would help contextualize the research for readers. Additionally, the current version lacks smooth transitions between ideas, making the flow feel somewhat disjointed. With minor refinements to improve cohesion (e.g., connecting phrases like ‘Given that’ or ‘Consequently’), the abstract would become more polished and reader-friendly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The article is written in a proper scientific style and holds significant value for specialists. However, in Section 6 discussing treatment methods for canine jaundice, several technical issues should be addressed for typographical errors and an accidentally inserted '@' symbol were found in the text. Also, the term 'pup' (line 6) should be replaced with the more scientific terms 'dog' or 'canine' to maintain stylistic consistency. I kindly recommend to improve accuracy in this section.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The author has provided 21 references and all of them are sufficient and clear.
	

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


	The article is generally well-written and suitable for scholarly communication, but would benefit from minor language revisions to meet full academic standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I kindly recommend that the author make minor revisions to enhance the manuscript's overall quality in order to correct the occasional typographical errors, refine certain terms to better align with academic style and improve text flow between sections for smoother readability.
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