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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.
	This manuscript describes an uncommon case of acute cholecalciferol intoxication in a young kitten following accidental ingestion of vitamin D₃ capsules. Although vitamin D toxicosis has been widely reported in dogs, naturally occurring feline cases remain relatively uncommon, making this report a useful addition to the veterinary literature. The manuscript has educational value for small animal clinicians by emphasizing early diagnosis, appropriate therapeutic management, and the importance of obtaining a detailed exposure history. However, several scientific and reporting deficiencies should be addressed before publication to improve the accuracy, completeness, and overall quality of the manuscript.
	



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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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


	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	




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.

	The title accurately reflects the content and clearly identifies the clinical condition, species, and article type.
	

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

	The abstract summarizes the case appropriately. However, the reported time from ingestion to presentation is inconsistent with the case history. The abstract states that ingestion occurred 3 days before admission, whereas the case description indicates approximately 24 hours before presentation. This discrepancy should be corrected for consistency
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES (Major revision recommended)
The manuscript is scientifically sound overall, but several important issues should be addressed before publication:
1. The exposure interval is inconsistent between the Abstract and the Case History. 
2. The manuscript states an exposure of 180,000 IU (approximately 4.5 mg/kg). The dose calculation should be carefully verified and presented more clearly. 
3. Treatment details are incomplete. Drug dosages, administration routes, treatment frequency, duration of hospitalization, and fluid therapy rates should be reported. 
4. Serial biochemical monitoring is mentioned, but only one biochemical profile is presented. Follow-up calcium and phosphorus concentrations would substantially strengthen the report. 
5. No renal biochemical parameters (BUN, creatinine), urinalysis, blood pressure measurements, or diagnostic imaging are reported despite the discussion focusing on renal complications. 
6. The statement that no renal or cardiovascular complications occurred is not fully supported because objective monitoring methods were not described. 
7. The discussion would benefit from comparison with previously published feline case reports rather than relying predominantly on canine literature.

	

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

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

	YES
The references include current textbooks and recent publications, including 2024 and 2026 references. Nevertheless, several citations are textbooks rather than primary research articles. Inclusion of additional recent peer-reviewed feline case reports would further strengthen the manuscript

	

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

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

	NO
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