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	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.


	Pseudomonas otitis externa is an infection that attacks the ear canal in dogs, with serious consequences for their well-being, causing immense pain due to inflammation, behavioral disorders, and, above all, partial or total hearing loss depending on its severity. Given the significance of this in dogs, I find the research topic interesting. The study has shed more light on this infection, which until now has not been the subject of in-depth research, and explores different types of treatment.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	I have serious concerns about the therapeutic protocol. For me, it seems a little bit confusing. According to what is written in the article, authors used dogs affected with otitis externa of bacterial origin. Those dogs were divided into 4 groups of 6 dogs each. But in the table, I see four groups, including the control group consisting of dogs not affected by bacterial otitis externa, that you called “Control (Healthy). So, if we remove this group, we are left with three treatment groups (of dogs infected with otitis externa).
On what basis were the doses of the treatments tested defined?

In other words, for the other treatments that did not perform as well as the first, could the variation in dose have led to an improvement in the results for the other treatments that your study seems to rule out?

Also, the discussion seems too brief and limited.

The conclusion is missing, as what the authors have provided is merely a repetition of the results. The article therefore does not currently have a scientific conclusion. A good conclusion should: briefly reiterate the objective of the study, summarize the results, provide an interpretation of the clinical significance, and possibly mention the limitations of the study and the implications for science or recommendations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most of the references are not recent. However, this could be explained by the relatively small number of studies conducted on the subject.
	

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


	Acceptable.
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