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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.


	The evidence presented in this manuscript is clinically relevant and compares two therapeutic regimens; diminazene aceturate and clindamycin in the treatment of canine babesiosis. Babesiosis is a significant tick-borne infection in India and the rest of the world and more so in veterinary medicine, therefore, by measuring treatment responses, the study will add valuable information to clinicians. This work also serves the purpose of filling the dearth of region specific information on the state of Rajasthan in terms of therapeutic outcomes. The results can help the veterinarians to select more effective treatment approaches in the field setting.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The phrase “in Dogs” is repetitive because canine already refers to dogs.

Suggestion- “Comparative Evaluation of Two Therapeutic Protocols in Canine Babesiosis.”
	

	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.


	Minor improvements such as:

· Clearer numerical comparisons

· Avoiding long sentences

· A concise concluding statement highlighting the clinical relevance


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Minor structural improvements, such as:

· Better separation of Results and Discussion

· Clearer table formatting

· More details regarding sample selection and supportive treatment protocol

· Mention of ethical approval in the Methods section
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	The last 5 years could improve the manuscript.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

The study involves clinical cases of dogs, and blood sampling was performed. Ethical approval details are not explicitly mentioned in the manuscript.
The authors should clearly state the institutional ethical approval number and confirm that owner consent was obtained.
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