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	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.


	Ventilator-associated pneumonia (VAP) is a globally relevant healthcare-associated infection that affects people across different populations. This research highlights the different culprits in VAP and emphasises how subtleties in microbial populations can influence treatment sensitivity/resistance. Summarily, the study provides a background for future exploratory studies on preventive measures, diagnostic approaches, and management strategies to improve patient survival and overall clinical outcomes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is suitable as it accurately reflects the breadth of the study.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive as it captures all sections of the paper and provides enough details to draw readers in. However, the Methods subsection, within the abstract, contains a hyperlink – this may be unconventional – and the abbreviation, VAP, is used without being previously declared. Also, Klebsiella is written with its first letter in lowercase. Overall, the Abstract can be rewritten to improve language, flow and coherence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are recent, relevant and sufficient.
	

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


	No, the language quality is unsuitable for scholarly communications. The grammar, sentence structures, punctuations, use of capital letters, and overall flow need to be improved to ensure smooth readability and scholarly acceptance across wide audiences. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The authors should consider thoroughly reading through the different sections for spelling errors (Eg, Staphylococcus is spelt as Staphcoccus, route as rout, etc), incorrect capitalisations within sentences (Eg, pneumonia, male, etc), and different font styles. The article is poorly structured and formatted: in one instance, Table 3 title comes after a few sentences and a figure, plus the table titling is aberrant with some appearing before/after the tables. R and S are used in Table 5 and their meanings are not declared. Some subsections of the results can be merged – for instance, 4.3 and 4.4 can be discussed under one heading. In the conclusion section, the authors should consider highlighting limitations of the study and how they are relevant for future research.
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