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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should
write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

The review is given in depth in the review pane and at few places, the manuscript was
corrected. Please the corrected portions may be accepted in the review option of the
word document and all the corrections has to be made by the authors mentioned in the
reviewing pane, without fail.

Alignments and formats mentioned has to be followed scrupulously.
In the reference, the authors of the manuscript followed different formats and patterns,
which is unacceptable. The authors have to meticulously follow the formats and patterns

of the Journal.

The authors did not left space after a number and unit at many places. It may seem a
small correction but cannot be neglected.

In figures, the authors did not leave space between word “case” and case number.
Always a space has to be left between the number and word.

Minor REVISION comments

At some places in the reviewing pane, it is mentioned that “authors may”, these were left
to the choice of the authors

Optional/General comments

The work done by the authors is good and the writing can be improved. The manuscript
is worth publishing and the work is appreciable.

The authors should have not included a cat in the study and make it exclusive for dogs.
However, necessary corrections were made and/or suggested. Make sure in future, this
type of study be restricted to a single species or necessary care be taken in how you
present if different species are being studied or compared.

The authors are herewith requested and directed, not to be hurry in making reference
section, as it is equally important.

The authors are herewith also requested not to write compound sentence, unless it is
very necessary. Make the sentences simple, readable, attractive with technical words
and understandable.
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Reviewer’'s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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