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	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 investigates the incidence of Canine Parvovirus (CPV) and Canine Distemper Virus (CDV) in dogs using lateral flow assay (LFA) kits as a point-of-care diagnostic tool. A total of 100 dogs (50 with diarrhea and 50 with respiratory/neurological symptoms) were tested, revealing infection rates of 28% for CPV and 16% for CDV. The findings emphasize the effectiveness of LFA kits for rapid diagnosis in field settings.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suggestion to improvement: 

Detection of Canine Distemper and Parvovirus in Dogs Using Lateral Flow Assays.


	

	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.


	Suggestions for Improvement:

1. Background Context: Including a brief statement about the significance of CPV and CDV infections in dogs could provide context for the reader. For example, mentioning the impact of these viruses on canine health would strengthen the rationale for the study.

2. Limitations: A brief mention of any limitations of the study, such as sample size or geographical constraints, could provide a more balanced view.

3. Conclusion Statement: The abstract concludes with the implications of the findings but could benefit from a more explicit statement about the importance of implementing LFA in veterinary practices.

4. Specificity in Results: While the prevalence rates are mentioned, a more specific statement about the detection methods (e.g., how the results were interpreted) could add clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Areas for Improvement:

1. Sample Size: While the sample size of 100 dogs is mentioned, the manuscript could benefit from a discussion on whether this size is statistically sufficient to draw broad conclusions about the prevalence of these viruses.

2. Comparative Analysis: The manuscript cites various studies with differing prevalence rates but does not fully explore potential reasons for these discrepancies. A deeper analysis could enhance understanding of the factors influencing viral prevalence.

3. Limitations: The manuscript does not explicitly mention any limitations of the study, such as geographical constraints, the potential for false negatives or positives with LFA kits, or the unavailability of advanced diagnostic methods.

4. Control Measures: There is no mention of control measures or validation of the LFA kits used, which is important for ensuring the reliability of the results.

5. Discussion of Results: The discussion could elaborate on the implications of the findings for canine health management and public health, providing a more comprehensive understanding of the significance of the results.
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	Overall, the references in the manuscript are both sufficient and recent.
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	Overall, the language quality of the article is mostly suitable for scholarly communication.
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