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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 study contributes meaningful real-world evidence to the evolving role of 18F-FDG PET/CT in the diagnostic algorithm of infective endocarditis (IE). In a clinically challenging cohort of patients with inconclusive Duke classifications, Authors findings support the incremental value of metabolic imaging in prosthetic valve and cardiac device-related infections, while strengthening its more limited utility in native valve disease (NVD). By highlighting both cardiac and extracardiac diagnostic yield, as well as the impact of antibiotic timing on sensitivity, this work adds practical insights that may (can) refine patient selection and optimize the timing of imaging. I have appended some of my comments. Thank you 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title is suitable. 
	

	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.


	Abstract is comprehensive but there are some missing pieces as e.g., diagnostic performance metrics, negative and positive predictive values, what is overall diagnostic accuracy, and some basic performance metrics if the study evaluates a diagnostic tool. Also please mention brief acknowledgment of limitations and clear primary endpoint (for example: Was the main endpoint change in Duke classification?)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it is scientifically correct, I have written few questions that might improve this version. Thank you 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There might be a 2023 Duke-ISCVID revision (Fowler et al., Clinical Infectious Diseases).
	

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


	Language is suitable for scholarly communications
	

	Optional/General comments


	Q1) Please mention one sentence about prior meta-analyses reporting sensitivity/specificity.
Q2) Please add brief mention of native valve controversy.
Q3) Was the diagnostic performance calculated per scan or per patient? You mention 18 out of 21. 
Q4) I would add, as there are no false-negative cases observed in this small native valve subgroup, the limited sample size precludes definitive conclusions regarding diagnostic performance, could you please comment? 

Q5) Can you please add Confidence intervals? 
Q6) As this is single center design, there is possibility of selection bias, please comment or add as Limitation. 
Q7) Again, pleas add if PET/CT changed Duke classification?

Q8) Others might be curios, should PET be performed earlier in the pathway? Could you please comment? 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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