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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

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

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Here are few comments to improve the manuscript quality.

Abstract

1. The aim is clearly stated and relevant.

2. Study design and location are appropriate.

3. Methodology is well outlined but sample size is small.

4. Good use of biochemical and resistance testing.

5. Results are informative but lack statistical analysis.

6. ESBL screening adds depth to the study.

7. Diversity index is mentioned but not well explained.

8. Conclusion is logical and highlights public health risk.

9. Need clearer discussion of limitations.

10. Consider adding control samples for comparison.

Introduction

1. Some sentences are too long shortened for clarity and easier to read.

2. Redundancy in microbial survival details; condense similar points.

3. Objectives are clear but place them earlier in the paragraph for better flow.

Methodology

1. Sampling process is clearly described with appropriate collection method.

2. Isolation and identification steps are standard and well referenced.

3. Repetition of incubation temperature "370" should be corrected to "37°C".

4. Antibiotic groups and testing method (CLSI-guided) are appropriate.

5. ESBL screening method is correct but explains why only E. coli was tested.

6. Statistical methods (MAR, Shannon index) are relevant but need a clearer link to the study's aims.

7. Description of formulas should be simplified or moved to supplementary information.

Results

1. Isolate identification is well described with both morphological and biochemical confirmation.

2. Antibiotic resistance results are detailed and informative.

3. Use of percentages adds clarity, but ensure all totals (e.g., 24 vs. 28) are consistent.

4. Resistance patterns are clearly presented; however, linking findings more to public health implications.

5. ESBL result interpretation is solid; figures and table references are appropriate.

6. MAR index is correctly used for risk assessment; ranges are clear.

7. Shannon diversity index interpretation is good but needs simpler explanation of its significance.

8. Some redundancy in listing antibiotic sensitivity considers condensing.

Discussion

1. Relevant topic and well-supported with literature on ATM contamination and nosocomial pathogens.

2. Antibiotic resistance and MAR index are discussed effectively but should be explained more clearly.

3. Grammar and sentence structure need improvement for better readability.

4. Some repetitive content can be condensed for clarity and flow.

5. Stronger links to public health risks and prevention measures would improve impact.
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