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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 highlights a rare, life-threatening presentation of canine microfilariasis characterized by severe anemia and thrombocytopenia, expanding current clinical understanding beyond typical cardiopulmonary manifestations. It provides practical, evidence-based guidance on the timely use of whole blood transfusion as a lifesaving supportive measure alongside targeted antiparasitic therapy. The report is particularly valuable for veterinarians in endemic and resource-limited settings, emphasizing early recognition and integrated management to improve outcomes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title is suitable as it clearly reflects the condition, intervention, and case-based nature of the manuscript.

However, for improved clarity and scientific precision, you may consider one of the following alternative titles:

· “Therapeutic Management of Life-Threatening Anemia Associated with Canine Microfilariasis: A Case Report”

· “Whole Blood Transfusion and Medical Management of Severe Anemia Due to Microfilariasis in a Pug: A Case 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.


	Yes, the abstract is largely comprehensive and well structured, as it clearly outlines the clinical presentation, diagnostic findings, therapeutic intervention, and outcome of the case. However, a few minor refinements could further strengthen it:

· Addition: Briefly mention the diagnostic limitation (non-availability of the heartworm antigen test) to provide transparency regarding diagnostic confirmation.

· Addition: Include a short concluding sentence emphasizing the clinical relevance or learning point of the case for practicing veterinarians.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and clinically appropriate. The diagnostic approach, interpretation of hematological findings, and therapeutic decisions including the use of whole blood transfusion and a doxycycline–ivermectin regimen are consistent with established veterinary literature and current clinical practice. The discussion appropriately links the clinical findings with known pathophysiological mechanisms of canine microfilariasis, and the conclusions drawn are well supported by the presented data and outcome.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references cited in the manuscript are generally sufficient and appropriate, covering key aspects of canine filariasis, transfusion medicine, and pathophysiology. The inclusion of both classic textbooks and peer-reviewed journal articles strengthens the scientific foundation of the study.

However, the manuscript could be further strengthened by adding one or two recent (last 5–10 years) references, particularly on updated heartworm management guidelines and the role of doxycycline–macrocyclic lactone protocols. For example, recent American Heartworm Society (AHS) guidelines or newer reviews on Wolbachia-targeted therapy in Dirofilaria immitis would enhance the manuscript’s contemporary relevance.


	

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


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well written, logically organized, and presents a clinically relevant and educational case. The use of clear tables, figures, and a detailed transfusion monitoring chart enhances the transparency and reproducibility of the clinical management. Minor language polishing and standardization of units and abbreviations would further improve readability, but overall, the case report makes a valuable contribution to the veterinary clinical literature.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

The manuscript is a systematic review and meta-analysis, which typically involves secondary analysis of already published studies, thus no direct human or animal participation requiring ethical clearance from the authors' side.
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