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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 (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.


	While the topic is clinically important and GS-441524 is indeed recognized as an emerging treatment option for FIP, the manuscript requires significant improvement before the findings can be reliably interpreted.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable. However certain details might be given. One suggestion: “Comparative Clinical Assessment of GS-441524 Therapy in Cats with Feline Infectious Peritonitis” as the manuscript has a comparison group.
	

	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.


	In the abstract, it was indicated that the cases are suspected, but then it was reported that 108 cats tested positive for FIP without stating what test confirms FIP. This major weakness must be corrected. How was the animal material was randomized? Also, the abstract is a bit long. In my opinion, it should be revised and certain critic details must be provided.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In the manuscript, it must specify how FIP was diagnosed, what statistical results support the conclusions, and quantitative treatment outcomes to justify the stated claims. Additionally, I have concerns about the diagnostic criteria and methods used to confirm FIP in this study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Adding more recent references regarding the use of GS and other antiviral drugs and in references regarding the diagnosis of FIP could be useful.
	

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


	There are some typos and errors regarding the use of English language. Some sentences are incomplete (in the discussion section)
	

	Optional/General comments


	The introduction does not clearly present the study’s hypothesis or its specific objectives. In addition, although detecting coronavirus RNA in effusion is often considered a diagnostic gold standard for FIP, the manuscript does not clarify whether the assay used can differentiate between FIPV and FECV which is an important point, as FECV can also disseminate systemically.
The article has some serious shortcomings.

The diagnosis of FIP is unclear, PCR results are missing, and there is no distinction between FIPV and FECV.

Inclusion/exclusion criteria are not detailed.

Was the treatment protocol tailored to each animal, or is it standardized?

The discussion is insufficient, and practical significance is not emphasized.

Also, limitation section is lacking.

Overall, while the topic is clinically important and GS-441524 is indeed recognized as an emerging treatment option for FIP, the manuscript requires significant improvement before the findings can be reliably interpreted.

 The diagnostic approach for confirming FIP is insufficiently described, and it remains unclear whether molecular tests were used to distinguish FIPV from FECV. 

The methodology lacks essential details regarding case selection, diagnostic criteria, randomization, and outcome assessment.

Furthermore, the therapeutic results are presented without clear quantitative measures or statistical analysis. 

Clarifying these methodological issues and providing more robust data interpretation are necessary for the conclusions to be meaningful.

Serious Major revision
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Informed consent must be provided or a sentence providing the details that the owners gave their consent.
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