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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.


	Its required for treatment of Resistance to Oxyimino-Cephalosporins.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes it is suitable


	

	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 it is


	

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There is no proper references for some of the topic be proper references for each topic and make sure cross verify.
	

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


	Still it required the English quality 


	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Abstract vs Results mismatch – In the abstract, resistance rates are reported as CAZ 50%, CTR 42.85%, CTX 28.57%, whereas in the Results section they are CAZ 33.33%, CTX 66.67%, CRO 53.33%. This inconsistency needs correction.

2. Redundancy in Figures – Figures 1–3 and their captions appear duplicated and misnumbered (e.g., Figure 1 caption repeated twice). Needs cleanup.

3. Figures 4 & 5 – Heatmap and biplot descriptions are repeated twice verbatim. The redundancy should be removed.

4. Introduction flow – The introduction is long, with some textbook-style information (classification of β-lactamases). It could be condensed to focus on the study’s local relevance.

5. Sample size – Only 23 isolates over one month. The limitation of small sample size should be explicitly acknowledged.

6. Antibiotics tested – Abstract mentions CAZ, CTR, CTX, but methodology also lists AMC. The rationale for including AMC should be explained or kept consistent.

7. PCR section – The description of DNA extraction (boiling method) lacks controls for DNA quality. Authors should mention whether positive and negative controls were used in PCR.

8. Primer reference – All primers are cited from one reference [19], but Table 1 should specify clearly if they were validated or adapted.

9. Contradictory statements – At one point TEM is called predominant (50%), later discussion emphasizes CTX-M global predominance but does not reconcile with local findings. Needs clarification.

10. Correlation analysis – Correlation coefficients (r values) are mentioned only once (r = 0.52). The rest are described as “significant” or “non-significant” without p-values. Authors should include proper statistical support.

11. Formatting inconsistency – Some references are incomplete or non-standard (e.g., [1] a PhD thesis with no year, [35] is just a ResearchGate link). All references must follow the journal style.

12. Duplication – Reference [40] is repeated from [10]. Needs correction.

13. Recent references – Many are regional but some are outdated (e.g., early 2000s). Including more recent African surveillance data would strengthen the work.

14. Tense consistency – Methods should be past tense (“were collected”), some parts are in present tense. Needs unification.

15. Minor English issues – Phrases like “Urine samples underwent macroscopic examination” should be rephrased more clearly (e.g., “Urine samples were examined macroscopically…”).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	


Reviewer details:

Bandral Sunil Kumar, M.S.Ramaiah University of Applied Sciences, India 

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

