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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.


	This manuscript provides an important contribution by documenting rare cases of postpartum abdominopelvic abscesses, a complication that remains underreported, thereby enriching the scientific community’s understanding of severe post-delivery infections. The detailed case descriptions and analysis of risk factors help clarify clinical patterns, diagnostic challenges, and underlying causes that contribute to postpartum intra-abdominal infections. The multidisciplinary management strategies presented, including surgical interventions, antibiotic therapy, and intensive monitoring, offer practical guidance for clinicians aiming to improve patient outcomes and reduce maternal morbidity. The local data generated in this study adds valuable evidence to the global literature on post-cesarean infections and supports future research focused on enhancing infection prevention and control practices across healthcare institutions. Thank you. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is already appropriate and aligns well with the content and objectives of the manuscript. It clearly reflects the focus on postpartum abdominopelvic abscesses, highlights the case series design, and indicates the inclusion of a literature review. Therefore, the title effectively represents the scope and scientific value of the study, making it suitable for publication. Thank you. 
	

	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 adequate but would benefit from refinement to improve clarity, structure, and scientific impact. 

1. The abstract is generally informative, but several sections can be made clearer and more structured.

2. Background should be more concise and highlight the rarity and clinical importance of postpartum abdominopelvic abscesses.

3. The aim needs clearer wording to specify exactly what the study intends to evaluate (e.g., clinical presentation, risk factors, outcomes).

4. Methodology would be stronger with brief contextual data, such as the total number of deliveries or CS during the study period.

5. The results section should summarize key outcomes more directly, including major complications and comparative infection rates (0.6/1000 vs. global 1/1000) more prominently.

6. The conclusion should provide a stronger, more actionable takeaway message about early diagnosis, multidisciplinary management, and infection-control implications.

7. Consistency in terminology (e.g., “abdominopelvic”), capitalization, and grammar should be improved to enhance clarity and professionalism.

Thank you.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically well-grounded and reflects a thoughtful understanding of postpartum abdominopelvic infections. The clinical observations, supporting evidence, and interpretations are consistent with current scientific knowledge, showing careful analysis and responsible reporting. Overall, the work is accurate, meaningful, and presented with commendable effort. Good job to the authors for bringing attention to this important topic. I think with a few minor refinements in clarity and flow, the manuscript has strong potential to further benefit the scientific community. Thanks for the valuable contribution.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript demonstrates good effort in compiling relevant and meaningful references/ Overall, the references are sufficient and include several recent studies, particularly those published within the last decade. However, incorporating a few more up-to-date sources from the past 3–5 years, especially on postoperative infections, updated SSI prevention guidelines, and advancements in diagnostic imaging could further strengthen the scientific foundation of the paper. Adding one or two more recent systematic reviews or international guidelines may enhance the depth and currency of the literature support. Suggested additional recent references (optional, but recommended):

1. Latest results of a review on postpartum infection management or intra-abdominal abscesses (e.g., recent AJOG or Obstetrics & Gynecology publications).

2. Newer WHO or CDC updates on surgical site infection prevention.

3. And... it will be good... recent studies on antimicrobial resistance trends in obstetric postoperative infections.

Thank you.
	

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


	The English used in the manuscript is generally understandable and conveys the intended scientific information. However, several sections would benefit from clearer sentence structure, improved grammar, and smoother flow to meet the standard of scholarly communication. I suggest a light-to-moderate language polishing to ensure clarity, consistency, and professional tone throughout the paper. Good job so far, and thank you for the effort put into this work.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Excellent work so far, this is a well-prepared and meaningful manuscript that addresses an important yet underreported postpartum complication. The case series is clearly presented and provides practical insights for clinicians. Go ahead. Thank you for contributing valuable knowledge to this field.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	There are no ethical concerns noted in this manuscript. The authors have clearly obtained informed written consent, and no identifiable patient information is included. Overall, the manuscript respects confidentiality and meets standard ethical requirements. Thank you. 
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	There are no competing interest issues. The authors have clearly stated that they have no known financial or non-financial conflicts that could influence the work. This declaration is appropriate and sufficient. Thank you.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	There are no plagiarism is suspected. The content appears original, and the references are appropriately cited throughout the manuscript. There are no indications of improper text duplication based on the sections reviewed. Thank you. 
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