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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.


	This manuscript addresses the clinical characteristics, age and gender distribution, and treatment approaches for childhood bronchopneumonia based on a retrospective analysis of 418 cases. Given the continued high morbidity of paediatric respiratory infections, this study is relevant for clinical practitioners. The data offer useful insights for improving early diagnosis and management strategies, particularly for high-incidence age groups. Although the study is region-specific (Yulin City), the findings have broader implications for paediatric care in similar climatic and epidemiological contexts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate. However, to enhance clarity and precision, consider revising it to: "Clinical Profile and Management Patterns of Childhood Bronchopneumonia: A Retrospective Analysis of 418 Cases"
	

	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.


	The abstract is descriptive but requires more structure. It should include:

· A clear objective with a rationale (why this study is important).

· Explicit mention of the study design (retrospective chart review).

· A brief statement of statistical tools and methods.

· More detail on key outcomes (e.g., bacterial vs. viral proportions, cure rates).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound but lacks depth in several areas:

· The Discussion needs more critical comparison with existing literature, highlighting similarities and differences.

· The Methods section lacks details on inclusion/exclusion criteria, ethics approval, and diagnostic criteria (e.g., imaging confirmation).

· The Results would benefit from clearer tables/figures for age and symptom distribution.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally appropriate but could be strengthened with more recent international studies (2022–2024) and more references could strengthen the paper. For example, recent WHO reports, and newer clinical guidelines could be cited
	

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


	The English is understandable but requires substantial polishing to meet scholarly standards. Some sentences are too long, and transitions between sections are abrupt. For example, the detailed geographic description of Yulin City in the Introduction is unnecessary and should be summarized.
	

	Optional/General comments


	 The Introduction is overly descriptive about the study area; focus more on the disease burden and rationale.

 The Discussion section should better address limitations (e.g., single-center data, retrospective design).

 Tables and figures are poorly formatted and inconsistent. Use standard table formatting (with clear column headings and percentages).

 Some subheadings (e.g., “3.4.1.1”) need consistent numbering.

 Add a short section on "Limitations and Future Directions" in the Discussion.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	The manuscript does not mention institutional ethics approval or informed consent. The authors must clarify whether ethics committee approval was obtained for this retrospective study and how patient confidentiality was maintained.
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