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	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	Health-related research is crucial, and this study proposes an innovative topical treatment for fungal infections. The authors argue their method is more effective than conventional approaches by reducing drug waste, improving skin permeability, and minimizing skin irritation.
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	The article title is appropriate. 
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	The abstract is well-crafted; however, one ambiguous data point has been highlighted in the manuscript file for revision and clarification.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper adheres to an appropriate academic standard in terms of scientific rigor.
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	No significant issues are observed in the references; however, minor stylistic inconsistencies have been annotated in the original manuscript for the authors’ attention.
	

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


	The English language quality of the manuscript is acceptable and appropriate by academic standards. A minor issue was identified, which has been highlighted in the main text for revision.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Please address the highlighted sections in the manuscript text for necessary revisions.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

The ethical approval code must be stated but is absent in this article. 
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interests are explicitly declared in the manuscript. However, the authors have not included a conflict of interest statement, and I recommend requesting them to confirm this explicitly during revisions to ensure full transparency.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No evidence of plagiarism was identified during the review process.
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