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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	It is important to society because it highlights the role of Periplaneta americana as a reservoir and vector of multidrug-resistant bacteria within household environments. The results provided that cockroaches contribute to the dissemination of clinically significant pathogens, thereby posing a hidden but substantial public health risk. This study useful valuable insight for infection control strategies and this work contributes to the growing body of knowledge on environmental sources of antimicrobial resistance, which is a global priority in public health.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes but, A bit long and wordy
“Periplaneta Americana” with the correct one is “Periplaneta americana”
	

	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.


	 Replace “iminepem” with the correct spelling “imipenem.”
 Use of genus and species names (Escherichia coli, Klebsiella pneumoniae, etc., should always be italicized).

Grammatical issues, e.g., “from trapped set in household environment” → “from traps set in household environments.”
The abstract is currently long and reads more like a condensed article. For journal submission, try to keep the abstract concise.
You used both “antibiotic susceptibility studies” and “antibiotic susceptibility testing.” Stick with one.

Including “antibiotic susceptibility” or “Kirby–Bauer disc diffusion” as keywords

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. This study is based on established microbiological methods, used of standard isolation techniques, identification of bacterial pathogens, and antibiotic susceptibility testing using the Kirby–Bauer disc diffusion method, with added by CLSI standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some citations are a bit dated (e.g., Arlian, 2002) — consider adding more recent references if available.
	

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


	Very poor English quality requires some improvement to meet the standards of scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	 In Introduction Part- Cockroaches inhabit dirty environment such as home sewage” → should be change “Cockroaches inhabit unsanitary environments such as household sewage.”
 “holes within homes” may be too vague; consider “household environments, including cracks and crevices” or “trap sites within homes.”

In Methodology part- Spellings “iminepem” should be corrected to “imipenem.” “mortility” → should be “motility.” “MacFarland” → “McFarland.”, “oxoid limited (oxoid, UK)”  “Oxoid Ltd, UK.” , Change “was” to “were” in many places (e.g., “All culture media was procured…” → “All culture media were procured…”).  Media preparation steps (sterilization, cooling, solidification, sterility check) are repeated for each agar. Could be summarized once, then specific recipes listed.

Resuls part- Change “recorded aginst Shigella species” → “recorded against Shigella species.”, Rephrase “A close look at the susceptibility profile…” → “The susceptibility profile showed…”  Correct “Resistance to convectional antibiotics” → “Resistance to conventional antibiotics.” Check totals in tables (e.g., Table 2 says 104 (69.3%), but denominator is 150. Percentages must add up correctly). Same correction needed for Table 3. Fix resistance values (e.g., P. aeruginosa Table 5: “1(0.9)” should be “1 (9.1%)” if denominator is 11). Replace “specie” with “species” throughout.  Reword “S. aureus revealed 9.7, 16.1, 28.6 and 32.2% susceptibility” → write clearly, e.g., “Only 9.7% were susceptible to ampicillin…”  Tables are informative but too detailed — some may be moved to Supplementary Material. Highlight the public health meaning of MAR Index (e.g., MAR ≥ 0.2 indicates high antibiotic pressure).

Discussion Part- Table 5, “1 (0.9%)” should be “1 (9.1%).”, Highlight the importance of the MAR index (values >0.2 show high antibiotic pressure).
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