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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 (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 manuscript holds significant value for the scientific and medical community, as it provides critical insights into the epidemiology and resistance patterns of catheter-associated urinary tract infections (CAUTIs), but need more focus on UTI . The study contributes to the limited data available on CAUTI. where local antimicrobial resistance trends are underreported. By identifying E. coli as the predominant pathogen and netilmicin as a relatively effective therapeutic option .Ideally used UTI treatment antibiotics are not mentioned.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	As per the suggestion : Title: Epidemiological Insights and Resistance Trends in Catheter-Associated Urinary Tract Infections: A Clinical Perspective
	

	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:Yes, the abstract of the article is generally comprehensive; however, to improve clarity and flow, I suggest removing the explicit "Aim" method “and "Conclusion" sections from the abstract. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No, the manuscript is not fully scientifically correct. Below are a few required corrections and suggestions for improvement:
[bookmark: _ww6gcwof19iu]a) Methodological Gaps:
The study design is insufficiently described. Details about sample selection criteria, sample size, is  too less for any particular justification, and to study the antibiogram. Controls are missing.
The use of only a 1-week catheterization period for all patients is not justified. Were patients with pre-existing bacteriuria excluded?
How was contamination avoided during catheter tip handling and sample collection?
[bookmark: _q9rr7w2a6wez]b)Statistical Reporting Issues:
P-values are mentioned but without context (e.g., what comparison was made). Also, there's no mention of confidence intervals, which are essential for robust statistical interpretation.
Chi-square assumptions (e.g., expected frequencies) are not checked or explained.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	[bookmark: _14xgn1xju6n5] Lack of Proper Referencing:The manuscript lacks text references to support its claims, especially in the background and discussion sections. Scientific writing must always be backed by published literature .
	

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

	[bookmark: _wocvcs4epx2w]Scientific Structure and Formatting:Several grammatical errors were observed, kindly check the documents for aligning with English.The Results section lacks a clear presentation of data; tables or graphs would help.
The Conclusion needs to be more aligned with the results and include limitations and future scope.
	

	Optional/General comments

	When writing on UTI research, you should require at least 1 year data.Atleast more than 200 sample size required to prove statistical data and an antibiogram. Kindly rectify the 3.1 table.
Clarify why netilmicin is considered most sensitive and whether local antibiograms support this.As per studies for UTI treatment, levofloxacin, fosfomycin, cefixime, and Nitrofurotoin these antibiotics commonly used .
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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