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	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 reports an important and controversial topic—the role of hyperbaric oxygen therapy (HBOT) in treatment-resistant PTSD without concomitant traumatic brain injury. The use of a large real-world database (TriNetX) and exclusion of TBI patients are notable strengths. However, several methodological, analytical, and reporting issues limit the interpretability of the findings. Large scale meta analysis would draw conclusion on this topics.
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	The retrospective cohort design does not permit causal conclusions, yet parts of the Discussion and Conclusion imply treatment effects. The authors should explicitly state that this study evaluates associations only, not efficacy. Therefore add a clear statement in both Methods and Conclusion clarifying the observational nature and limitations regarding causality. The manuscript states cohorts were “balanced” but does not specify how author did it. So author should clearly describe the matching method in the Methods section. There is follow up imbalance. Mean follow-up time is substantially longer in the HBOT group (≈6 years vs ≈4 years). This introduces time-at-risk bias, inflating outcome detection in the treatment cohort. So adjustment is required. 
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