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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	The manuscript emphasises the need for a culture-based approach towards the identification of pathogens and determining the appropriate antibiotics for the treatment of the identified pathogens from clinical samples. The study is relevant for pathogens identification and antibiotics selection for the treatment of infection especially in countries where high tech non-culture-based and automated procedures are not available. The study is very much relevant to many of the low and middle–income countries. 
	

	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.


	Please check the corrected version of the manuscript uploaded. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methodology section is too shallow.

1. The authors specified that their study is a retrospective cohort study. If that is the case, it means they retrieved data of the patient from the archive for analysis. However, the methodology suggested that they collected the clinical samples from patients and carried out analysis on them. This is contradictory to the definition of retrospective cohort study and the authors will need to clarify this.  
2. The authors did not provide data on the number of each sample type collected per each category of patients e.g. how many pus samples were collected from infants, children, teenagers, young adults, middle-aged adults and older adults. This should also go for urine, sputum, wound swab etc.  
3. The author will have to detail how samples were collected and not just state that “Clinical samples including urine, pus, wound swabs, and sputum, were collected using appropriate standard aseptic techniques” The scientific audience will want to know that ethical rules were not violated. Also, sample collection methods differ across sample types.
4. The authors will have to provide detailed information on the identification of their isolates.  They have to specify the medium used for each category of bacteria as well as the biochemical tests used to confirm each of the bacteria species and results obtained after the test. 

5. The authors claimed to carry out statistical analysis (descriptive, Chi-square and correlation) but did not provide the result of the analysis. I will suggest that the authors seek assistance from a statistician. 
6. The authors should state the SOPs, and positive and negative controls they used.  This is needed for reproducibility. 
7. All data collected needs to be made available either in the main manuscript or as a supplementary document. E.g. “Clinical details, including primary diagnosis, comorbidities, risk factors, and outcomes, were also recorded for each patient” data on this is missing.

8. Was the number of patients equal to the number of samples?

9. Candida albican was mentioned as one of the organisms isolated under section 3.2, however, the authors failed to provide information on the isolation of fungi under methodology. 

10. Please change the headings of Figure 3 to: “Antibiotics resistance profile of all isolates”

11. The data on muti-drug resistance isolates is missing. It will be good to have the antibiotic resistance pattern of each isolate so that the scientific audience can relate well with the issue of multi-drug resistance raised under discussion. This data will also provide information on samples with high leve of resistance as it relates to different variables such as age, sex, infection type etc.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are not sufficient, especially under methodology. Authors will have to state the source of their methodology except if they used novel methods and if so, they should also clearly state it. The authors should ensure that all listed references are cited and vice versa. 
	

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


	No. The manuscript needs English editing and proper editorial correction. Font size and type are not consistent in the manuscript. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Some of the intext-references are not in the correct format.  The authors should follow the journal guide for in-text referencing.
2. The last paragraph before materials and method should be removed. It is full of repletion and wrongly placed. The “conclusion” of a work usually comes after discussion. 
3. The manuscript needs serious editorial work
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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