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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 article offers important epidemiological information on canine pyometra in the Jabalpur area, supporting regional disease mapping and helping medical professionals forecast risk associated with breed and age. Additionally, the study emphasizes seasonal clustering that is important for treatment planning. The ultrasonographic grading and clinical pictures enhance the diagnostic value. Veterinarians, academics, and specialists in reproductive health will locate these findings useful, particularly in areas with comparable demographics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately conveys the extent of the text. But clarity would be enhanced, though, by extending the study period. 'Epidemiological and Clinical Insights into Canine Pyometra in Jabalpur (August 2024–July 2025)' is recommended.
	

	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.


	Overall, the abstract is structured well. But important details missed, like including the research period, adding the sample size, and a brief explanation of the diagnostic method. The last statement suggests a specific connotation, yet it is too general; the conclusion should be corrected well.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Although the manuscript lacks some methodological clarity, it is sound scientifically. Parts that require editing: The case selection criteria on Page 2, Lines 3 to5, are ambiguous; consider defining inclusion/exclusion rules. Ultrasound results are reported on Lines 10 to 14 on Page 3; however, operator experience and equipment specs are absent. The phrase 'standard prevalence formulas' appears on Line 2 of Page 4; the authors should identify the formula and provide appropriate citation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are current and sufficient. But corrections, like page numbers, are missing from some references on Page 16, Line 10. Check the formatting on Page 15, Lines 14 to 16; the closing bracket is missing. To improve the introduction, the authors should also include more recent sources about the pathophysiology of the CEH-pyometra complex.
	

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


	Academic clarity needs to be improved. Examples: The sentence 'Although early detection is important, still many cases are presented late' on page 2, lines 8 to 10, should be rewritten because it is grammatically wrong. The sentence ‘neutral defense mechanisms which form conducive environment’ on page 5, lines 12–14, is strange; it should be revised for clarity. 'The findings were studied' on Page 7, Lines 1 to 3, is ambiguous and passive; describe the analytical technique.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures should be improved. For instance, the label 'Plate 01' appears twice (lines 20 to 25 on page 3). Figures 2 and 3 have repeating captions (lines 26 to 34 on page 3). The results section is too descriptive; for example, the lengthy paragraphs on Page 6, Lines 1 to 12, better to be shortened by directly citing tables. Talk about the limitations: There is no reference to referral bias or statistical testing on lines 10 to14 on Page 13. Incorporating comparative interpretation is highly recommended.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

There were no significant ethical problems found. But an ethical approval declaration is missing from the manuscript.
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