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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 study highlights the diagnostic efficiency of MAT, PCR, and LAMP assays in canine leptospirosis. It provides comparative findings suggesting the limitations of MAT, moderate value of PCR, and high sensitivity of LAMP. These are important to veterinary clinicians and researchers since they recommend the inclusion of molecular tests, especially LAMP, in diagnostic protocols for early and accurate diagnosis. These results have application both in veterinary medicine as well as surveillance for zoonotic disease.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, “Comparative Evaluation of MAT, PCR, and LAMP Assays for the Diagnosis of Canine Leptospirosis”, still makes sense and still fits the topic to which it pertains. No change is needed.


	

	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 substantial - it provides the objective, methods, results, and conclusions and features the evaluation of diagnostic accuracy, a ROC analysis, and other clinical implications. No removal is needed. Nevertheless, some rewording could enhance clarity by specifically noting sample size (52 dogs) in the first sentence of the abstract and re-stating the main finding that LAMP had the highest sensitivity (88.5%).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically valid and methodologically adequate. Statistics (Cohen's Kappa, ROC) were completed, and the results are consistent with the objectives. The interpretation of diagnostic discrepancy between assays is accurate and well-founded.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient and generally current (2013 to 2025), including important diagnostic and methodological reference papers. A few more would be appropriate: (1) more recent global prevalence reviews of canine leptospirosis and (2) more recent veterinary diagnostics guidelines (2022 to 2024).
	

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


	The manuscript is written in clear and appropriate scholarly English. Minor grammatical polishing (e.g., sentence structure in Introduction) may improve flow, but overall language quality is acceptable.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The figures (e.g. ROC curve, plates) are easy to read and relevant. Tables are informative. The manuscript could be improved further by including a schematic figure that compares the different diagnostic pathways (serology vs molecular vs LAMP).
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