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	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 manuscript provides valuable insights for the diagnostic evaluation of dilated cardiomyopathy (DCM) in dogs, a significant and often underdiagnosed condition in veterinary practice. By emphasizing the role of radiographic, electrocardiographic, and echocardiographic techniques in diagnosing DCM, the study enhances the understanding of effective diagnostic protocols in veterinary cardiology. The findings underscore the importance of early detection in improving the prognosis for dogs with DCM, thus offering a practical approach for clinicians in managing this chronic cardiac condition. Moreover, this research  and the findings leads the way for future studies to explore treatment options and preventative measures (like the cardiac troponin I measuring).
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "Diagnostic Evaluation of Dilated Cardiomyopathy in Dogs" is clear and appropriate, as it accurately reflects the study's focus on diagnosing DCM in canines. However, it could be made slightly more specific to highlight the diagnostic methods used in the study, which are central to the paper's findings.
	

	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.
	These alternatives emphasize the diagnostic techniques used, providing a more detailed overview of the paper's content.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it is.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The majority of the 52 referents are beyond 2010, the oldest being from 1985, so yes, they are sufficient and quite recent.
	

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


	The manuscript can present interest for the scientific community and is suitable for scholarly communications. However, I recommend a language review and a reformulation of some phrases and/or replacing some words that make the formulation confusing and cumbersome (see the underlined examples and remarks). I also recommend to use the present perfect (i.e., samples have been found) and when present the materials and methods, as well as the results, use the past tense (i.e. samples were found).
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