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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 study enriches basic information available to clinicians as well as translates the application of diagnostics for accuracy and improved patient management outcome. Clinicians and diagnosticians will find this interesting and exciting
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is informative and reflects the contents and context of the manuscript. However, I have suggestion of an alternative below…..either should be fine
“Comparative Analysis of Diagnostic Methods For Cases of Canine Distemper And Characterization of Clinical Signs in Presenting Patients”
	

	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 is brief but informative and reflects the work done. Is there a chance the abstract be improved upon?
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The aim was clearly laid out and achieved. Scientfic conventions for confirmations and eliminations of biases duly followed. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are okay but probably did not follow the author guidelines. The author may need to reformat the listed references in styles prescribed by the journal. In a few assertive sentences in the reviewed manuscript, I have indicated a need for insertion of a reference. Similarly, in Calculations of SENSITIVITY and SPECIFICITY, I have pointed a need for the author to produce a new reference to validated the formulae used
	

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


	I have pointed a change in construct on areas that appeared vague or presents ambiguity in context. Relatively for the entire manuscript, the English is simple and meaningful for non native and native speakers
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The study presents interesting comparisons of diagnostics which will result to accuracy of diagnosis and better patient management. The disease is endemic and global in distribution. It is therefore promising to improve understanding amongst clinicians of mostly developing countries that rely mostly on such rapid and cheap lateral flow assay diagnosis. 
2. The entire length and scope of the manuscript can be improved by enriching the introduction section with updated literature as stated in the reviews

3. The outcome of the administered questionnaire seem totally omitted in this manuscript. What was the objective of the questionnaire, where is the result for it? ….and where is corresponding disvussions for inferences deduced from the questionnaire????
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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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