Editor’s Comment:
After carefully reviewing the original manuscript (MS), the revised version submitted by the authors, the detailed responses to the reviewer’s comments, and the reports provided by all three reviewers, I have completed an independent editorial assessment of the revision. Based on this comprehensive evaluation, I conclude that the authors have made a substantial effort to improve the scientific quality, organization, and overall presentation of the manuscript. The revised version demonstrates significant improvements in several key sections, including the title, abstract, introduction, discussion, literature support, and overall scientific writing. The comparison between the original and revised MS confirms that the revision was extensive rather than superficial.

Most of the reviewer’s recommendations have been adequately addressed. In particular, the authors have strengthened the scientific background with additional and more recent references, clarified the objectives of the case report, improved the discussion by placing the findings within the context of current veterinary literature, and explicitly acknowledged the principal limitations of the study. These revisions have substantially increased the clarity and scientific value of the MS.

Nevertheless, after examining both the revised MS and the author’s responses, I consider that a few important issues remain only partially addressed. These remaining points are primarily editorial and methodological rather than experimental in nature. Specifically, the MS would benefit from a clearer description of the criteria used to allocate the four cats to the respective treatment protocols, a more explicit description of concomitant management measures (particularly topical therapy and environmental decontamination), and a complete statement regarding ethical considerations, including owner consent and the publication of the clinical photograph involving a minor, as requested during peer review. These issues were raised by the reviewers but are not yet fully documented in the revised MS.

Importantly, I do not consider these remaining concerns to compromise the scientific validity of the reported cases or the overall contribution of the manuscript. Rather, they represent aspects of reporting transparency and compliance with good publication practices that should be resolved before final acceptance.

Overall, I believe that the MS now meets most of the scientific expectations established during peer review and has improved considerably compared with the original submission. The remaining issues can be resolved without additional experiments or major restructuring of the study. Therefore, my editorial recommendation is: Minor Revision (Final Minor Revision).

Once the remaining methodological and ethical clarifications have been incorporated, the MS will be suitable for publication in UPJOZ
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