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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.
	The manuscript presents a clinically relevant concept and brings together historical observations and recent developments in Candida pathogenesis, immune dysfunction, and fungal biomarker research. However, the proposed classification of multifocal candidiasis as a distinct clinical entity requires stronger supporting evidence. The authors should clarify the strength and limitations of the existing clinical evidence, distinguish established findings from proposed hypotheses, and ensure that the cited literature supports the claims made. Greater emphasis on prospective validation and the potential risks of unnecessary antifungal treatment would improve the scientific balance 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 paper? 

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
	4
	

	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 objectives 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?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. 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.
	YES. The title is clear, relevant, and reflects the main focus of the manuscript. It appropriately highlights the proposed clinical significance of multifocal candidiasis in non-neutropenic critically ill patients.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract provides a clear overview of the background, central concept, clinical significance, and proposed future directions. It could be further strengthened by briefly emphasizing that multifocal candidiasis remains a proposed clinical entity requiring prospective validation.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY. The manuscript presents a clinically relevant concept supported by historical observations and emerging knowledge of fungal pathogenesis and host immune dysfunction. However, the classification of multifocal candidiasis as a distinct clinical entity and the proposed diagnostic criteria require stronger prospective clinical evidence. The authors should more clearly distinguish established findings from hypotheses and avoid implying that the proposed biomarker strategy is already clinically validated.

The manuscript addresses an important clinical topic and presents an interesting perspective on multifocal candidiasis in non-neutropenic critically ill patients. However, the proposal to recognize multifocal candidiasis as a distinct clinical entity requires further validation through well-designed prospective studies. I recommend major revision, with particular attention to strengthening the critical appraisal of the available evidence, clarifying the limitations of the proposed diagnostic criteria, improving the transparency of the literature search, and verifying the accuracy and consistency of the references. The manuscript may be reconsidered for publication after these concerns have been adequately addressed.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY. The manuscript presents a clinically relevant concept supported by historical observations and emerging knowledge of fungal pathogenesis and host immune dysfunction. However, the classification of multifocal candidiasis as a distinct clinical entity and the proposed diagnostic criteria require stronger prospective clinical evidence. The authors should more clearly distinguish established findings from hypotheses and avoid implying that the proposed biomarker strategy is already clinically validated.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO major ethical issues are apparent from the manuscript provided. 
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