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	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.


	This manuscript addresses an important clinical issue in veterinary medicine, as Pseudomonas-associated otitis externa in dogs is frequently recurrent and increasingly complicated by antimicrobial resistance. By comparing commonly used systemic therapeutic regimens alongside standardized ear flushing protocols, the study provides practical information that may help clinicians make evidence-informed treatment decisions. The findings contribute to the growing body of knowledge on antimicrobial efficacy against Pseudomonas aeruginosa, a pathogen of both veterinary and zoonotic significance. Additionally, the work highlights the need for rational antimicrobial selection and may support ongoing efforts in antimicrobial stewardship within companion animal practice.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, specific, and scientifically appropriate, as it accurately reflects the focus on 
If revision is desired, a suitable alternative could be:
“Comparative Evaluation of Systemic Therapeutic Regimens for Pseudomonas aeruginosa-Associated Otitis Externa in Dogs: A Clinical Study.
	

	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.


	The abstract is structured and generally clear, but it is not fully comprehensive for a scientific journal standard. It lacks essential information such as the total sample size, group allocation, and details of statistical analysis, which are necessary to evaluate the robustness of the findings. The criteria used to define “complete recovery” should also be briefly specified to clarify whether outcomes were clinical, microbiological, or both. Minor grammatical refinement and consistent use of microbial terminology (e.g., Pseudomonas spp. vs. Pseudomonas aeruginosa) are recommended. Including these details would significantly strengthen the scientific quality and credibility of the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is partially scientifically sound, but it contains several methodological and reporting weaknesses that limit its scientific robustness. The microbiological isolation procedures and therapeutic protocols are generally appropriate; however, the small sample size (n = 6 per group) and absence of statistical analysis significantly weaken the validity of the conclusions. There is no mention of randomization, blinding, inclusion/exclusion criteria clarity, or statistical testing to determine whether differences in recovery rates are statistically significant. The definition of “recovery” is not clearly standardized (clinical vs. microbiological cure), and antimicrobial susceptibility testing was not reported, which is critical in a study involving Pseudomonas aeruginosa and antimicrobial resistance. Therefore, while the study design is conceptually correct, major revisions are required to meet scientific and methodological standards for publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are partially sufficient but not fully adequate or sufficiently recent for a contemporary scientific manuscript. While several relevant foundational and clinical studies are cited (e.g., Pye, 2018; Bradley et al., 2020; Kashyap et al., 2023), a significant proportion of references are outdated (1994–2011), and some are theses or regional journals with limited international impact. Given the growing global concern regarding antimicrobial resistance (AMR) in Pseudomonas aeruginosa, the manuscript would benefit from more recent (2019–2024) peer-reviewed international studies, particularly those addressing resistance trends, fluoroquinolone stewardship, and updated treatment guidelines in veterinary dermatology. The inclusion of recent reviews from journals such as Veterinary Dermatology, Journal of Veterinary Internal Medicine, Frontiers in Veterinary Science, or Animals would strengthen scientific credibility. Additionally, citing current antimicrobial stewardship guidelines (e.g., ISCAID guidelines for antimicrobial use in animals) is strongly recommended to improve clinical relevance and international standard alignment.
	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is moderate but not fully suitable for scholarly publication in its current form. While the scientific ideas are understandable, the text contains grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, repetition, and inconsistencies in terminology that reduce clarity and professionalism. Several sentences are overly long or improperly structured, and minor typographical errors (e.g., spacing, dosage formatting, subject–verb agreement) are present throughout the manuscript. In addition, some phrases reflect informal or non-standard academic wording that should be revised to meet international journal standards. Therefore, professional English language editing is strongly recommended before submission to ensure clarity, precision, and compliance with scholarly communication norms.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a clinically relevant and important topic, as Pseudomonas-associated otitis externa in dogs remains a therapeutic challenge due to antimicrobial resistance and recurrence. The study design is straightforward and practically oriented, which enhances its applicability in field veterinary practice. However, the scientific rigor needs strengthening, particularly through inclusion of statistical analysis, clearer definition of outcome criteria, justification of sample size, and improved methodological transparency (e.g., randomization and control measures). The discussion section would benefit from deeper critical analysis rather than primarily comparing percentage outcomes with previous reports. Overall, the study has potential for publication, but substantial revision in methodology reporting, data analysis, referencing updates, and language refinement is required to meet international journal standards.
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