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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.


	A thorough review is necessary before considering publication, and the manuscript would be stronger if it were reformulated as a descriptive analysis of observations with careful interpretation, reduced statistical claims, and an expanded section on limitations.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title should be clear and unambiguous; avoid making it too long. Suggest a good, scientifically relevant title related to the study.

“Comparison of Antimicrobial Resistance Patterns Between ICU and Non-ICU Isolates Using State Surveillance Data from Gujarat, India”
	

	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 should adequately highlight the limitations of the study design through the use of pooled data and patient-level variables, and should also mention the main confounding factors that could not be controlled for.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	- The description in the introduction should not be exaggerated in terms of comparing antibiotic resistance in intensive care units and beyond, both in India and globally. There must be a clear justification for selecting only three organisms from the control dataset.
- There must be differences between hospitals, or there must be an explanation for the differences between hospitals, and the potential environmental fallacy must be pointed out. 
- Sufficient justification is needed for selecting six antibiotics per organism, and the inclusion of clistin in the Klebsiella pneumoniae study was not discussed. Information should also be provided regarding laboratory standardization or quality control and the variations between laboratories in the 22 hospitals.

- Results: No sensitivity analysis is required to assess the effect of classification on resistance rates. No versions of the CLSI High criteria have been specified.
- Tables should not be presented excessively, and textual explanations of tables should not be repeated. The study did not clarify whether the isolated samples represent different patients. The interpretation of the equal number of samples taken from the intensive care unit (ICU) being (N=100) per organism needs to be verified.
- Results should not be repeated in the discussion section, and the results should be critically analyzed.
- Figures should add new information that is notably different from tables, and there should also be sufficient explanation clarifying the overall nature of the data in the figures.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Recent references should be used, and the use of older references should be avoided. Repetition in quotations should also be avoided in order to add new insights.
	

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


	The language used is moderately suitable, with some spelling and grammatical errors that require minor linguistic review.
	

	Optional/General comments


	An appropriate statistical method should be used to interpret the aggregate data. Over-interpretation of the environment and over-reliance on conclusions relative to the study design should be avoided, and the discussion of methodological limitations should be adequate.
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