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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	Appropriate fungal confirmation (culture + PCR)
Clinically relevant topic
Good image documentation
Updated literature
Balanced discussion
Limitations openly acknowledged
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
should be replace with ‘Preliminary comparison of combination versus monotherapy in four feline dermatophytosis cases

	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
overstated, must be replace ‘Combination therapy was associated with a shorter observed time to documented mycological cure in this small case series.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
yes
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
yes
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	should be differentiated, case report or Clinical trial
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 yes
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Treatment allocation is completely unclear.
How were cats assigned? Random?Owner preference?Severity?Presentation date?
Without explaining this, there is a high risk of selection bias. The authors should explicitly state Cats were treated according to clinician decision rather than randomized allocation. 
Treatment protocol inconsistency Combination group Itraconazole
continuous terbinafine but Duration of terbinafine is never specified. Readers need
How many days? Stopped when?
Continued after itraconazole?
This is essential.
The manuscript states
shampoos containing miconazole...
but does not say
Did every cat receive shampoo?
Frequency?
Duration?
Compliance?
Topical therapy strongly influences outcome.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Case Report Guidelines
Many veterinary journals require the following:
Owner consent, Animal ethics statement
Clinical photograph permission
These are currently absent.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Baseline comparability

The manuscript never compares

lesion severity
lesion size
body condition
duration of disease
previous treatment

Therefore readers cannot determine whether the combination group simply had milder disease.

A baseline table should be included.

Figures

Need improvement.
Current figures
inconsistent resolution
inconsistent labeling
variable scale
Recommend
Figure panels
A
B
C
D

with identical formatting.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	The paper repeatedly compares
56 days
vs
126 days
Yet there is no statistical analysis.
Instead of saying
combination therapy was superior
say
combination therapy was associated with shorter observed treatment duration.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	acknowledges limitations
avoids claiming superiority
references current literature

However, remove statements like
first in vivo study
unless supported by a systematic literature search.
Instead
To our knowledge...
or remove entirely.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The conclusion still contains one problematic sentence

combination therapy had a higher clinical and mycological cure rate.

Actually
All four cats recovered.
Therefore cure rate
Combination
2/2
Monotherapy
2/2
Exactly identical.
Only
Time to cure
was different.
Replace with Combination therapy was associated with a shorter observed time to documented mycological cure, although all cats ultimately achieved cure.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4, yes
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Overall references are excellent.
Recent literature (2025) is included.
No obvious missing landmark guidelines.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Minor Language Corrections

Instead of compare to combination
Write compared with combination therapy
Instead of got negative culture write achieved negative fungal cultures Instead of
considered cure write was considered clinically and mycologically cured Instead of
lesions(scales) write scaling lesions
Instead of scratching write self-trauma secondary to pruritus Instead of The one cat owner write One owner Instead of work best
Write are recommended Instead of There are few limitations write This study has several limitations.
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	need revision
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	need revision, avoid overstated statement
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	yes, but some lititation must be adressed
Sample size (n = 4)
No randomization
No lesion scoring
No statistical analysis
Treatment allocation unclear
Environmental control not standardized
Topical therapy insufficiently described
Conclusions still slightly overstated
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	ethical consent not mentioned
	



Reviewer details:
Putu Indah Budi Apsari, Warmadewa University, Indonesia


Page 4 of 4
V240326


