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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.


	The study contributes to antibiotic prophylaxis following cesarean section. The applicability of the guidelines may contribute to the improvement of clinical practice and the implementation of evidence-based practices.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title consistent with content
	

	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 sample size and number of participants should be clarified.

 The abstract mentions 106 physicians, but neither were invited nor did it specify the response rate (did all 106 participate). However, it does highlight the potential impacts.

-A brief description of the analysis method would strengthen the section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes the manuscript scientifically correct. İt needs minor revision
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There is usually only one current source from 1986, but if it is not needed for the article, it can be removed. Similarly, sources from 2003 and 2007 can be reviewed.
	

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


	-Minor grammar issues and inconsistencies in sentence structure may affect readability. For example, clearer subject-verb agreement could be used in some sentences. 

- Some expressions, such as “resistance to change” or “doubts about drug efficacy,” could be phrased in a more objective and academic manner.

- Terms such as “CS” and “Cesarean” should be used consistently throughout the text to avoid confusion.
	

	Optional/General comments


	2. methodology
- The sample size appears adequate; however, the sample selection method and response rate are not specified. How many doctors were there in total? How was the sample size calculated? 
- How was the validity and reliability of the survey ensured? This makes it difficult to assess the quality of the data.
-Was ethical committee approval obtained? When and where was it obtained?
- THE DISCUSSION section should address the findings in a more comprehensive comparative manner with the literature. It remains sparse.

- The local context (access to medication, institutional protocols, cultural practices) should be analyzed in greater depth.

- The conclusion section should be strengthened and may include more concrete recommendations in terms of policy suggestions and educational strategies.
- Expanding the abstract

- Editing for spelling errors

- Correcting spelling errors within the text

- Universe - How the sample was selected should be clearer

- Adding survey validity information

- Making a stronger comparison with the literature
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