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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 highlights a rare and underrecognized cause of necrotic skin lesions in Croatia. It emphasizes the importance of early diagnosis, appropriate wound care, and monitoring for systemic complications. The findings contribute to clinical awareness and improve understanding of cutaneous loxoscelism, particularly in settings where specific antivenom is unavailable.

	




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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The title is clear, informative, and appropriate for the case report and literature review. However, “suspected” appropriately reflects the lack of definitive spider identification.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The abstract adequately summarizes the background, case presentation, management, and conclusions. However, the lack of definitive spider identification and confirmation of the final outcome should be stated more explicitly.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The keywords are relevant and reflect the manuscript’s main topic. However, adding terms such as “case report” and “differential diagnosis” could improve searchability and indexing.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The background information is sufficient, logically organized, and supported by relevant literature. However, some epidemiological details could be streamlined to improve clarity and avoid repetition.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The main objective is implied but not explicitly stated. A clear statement outlining the purpose of presenting the case and reviewing the literature would improve the manuscript.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review is relevant and includes recent publications alongside key references. However, updating the evidence on diagnosis and treatment and verifying all citations would further strengthen the review.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The case description and literature comparison are appropriate for a case report. However, the literature search strategy and diagnostic confirmation should be described more clearly, particularly because the spider was not identified.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
Patient consent and ethical approval or exemption should be explicitly stated.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The clinical findings and laboratory results are clearly presented, although the final outcome requires confirmation.
	

	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


	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The figures are relevant, but Table 1 needs proper formatting and clearer presentation
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The discussion provides relevant comparisons with published cases and discusses clinical management appropriately.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory

The conclusions are generally appropriate, but the suspected diagnosis and unconfirmed final outcome require more cautious interpretation.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The authors acknowledge the lack of spider identification, absence of venom-specific testing, and limited follow-up.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The references are relevant and include recent literature, but citation accuracy and consistency should be verified.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory

The manuscript is generally understandable, but grammatical errors, repetition, and formatting inconsistencies require correction.
	




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.

	YES. The title is clear and appropriate for the case report and literature review. The term “suspected” appropriately reflects the lack of definitive spider identification.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	YES. The abstract adequately summarizes the background, clinical presentation, management, and conclusions. However, the final patient outcome and presumptive nature of the diagnosis should be clarified.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO. The manuscript is generally scientifically relevant, but several points require clarification. The diagnosis remains presumptive because the spider was not identified, the final clinical outcome is unconfirmed, and some statements regarding treatment effectiveness and disease severity require stronger supporting evidence.

The manuscript addresses a clinically relevant topic and provides a useful case report with a literature review. However, major revisions are needed to clarify the presumptive diagnosis, confirm patient consent and ethical statements, improve the literature review methodology, verify scientific claims, and correct language and table formatting before publication.

	

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

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

	YES. The manuscript includes relevant foundational and recent references. However, all citations should be verified for accuracy, consistency, and support for the associated claims.
	

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

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

	YES. The manuscript should explicitly confirm whether written informed consent for publication, including clinical photographs, was obtained from the patient. The authors should also state whether institutional ethics committee approval was obtained or formally waived, as applicable under the journal's requirements.
	




Reviewer details:

Rajni Dubey, People’s University Bhopal, India
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