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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript)


	
	[bookmark: Comments_of_the_Reviewers]Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 addresses the critical issue of environmental reservoirs of Pseudomonas aeruginosa within hospital settings, specifically focusing on air and water samples. Understanding the prevalence and virulence potential of these isolates is vital for establishing robust infection control protocols to protect vulnerable patient populations. By correlating phenotypic virulence factors with antibiotic resistance patterns, the study provides baseline data that can assist in refining empirical treatment strategies and environmental decolonization efforts in clinical environments.
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[bookmark: PART_2.1_(Objective_Evaluation)]PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)



	
	[bookmark: Rating_of_the_Reviewers]Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The title accurately reflects the scope of the study regarding environmental surveillance.
	

	[bookmark: 2._Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_compre]2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The abstract covers the main findings but contains several typographical and terminological errors.
	

	[bookmark: 3._Are_the_keywords_appropriate_and_usef]3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The keywords are relevant to the study's core themes of nosocomial infection and resistance.
	

	[bookmark: 4._Is_the_background_information_of_the_]4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The introduction provides a solid clinical context regarding P. aeruginosa pathogenesis.
	

	[bookmark: 5._Are_the_research_objectives/hypothese]5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The aims are clearly stated in the final paragraph of the introduction.
	

	[bookmark: 6._Is_the_literature_review_relevant_and]6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
While comprehensive, many citations are dated; more recent literature from the last five years is needed.
	

	[bookmark: 7._Is_the_research_methodology_appropria]7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The sample size (n=10 isolates) is extremely low for a statistically significant environmental study.
	

	[bookmark: 8._Were_ethical_issues_properly_addresse]8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Not applicable for environmental samples, as correctly stated by the authors.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The results are organized systematically across different virulence assays.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Figures 1-3 and Tables 1-3 are relevant and clearly support the text.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The authors effectively compare their findings with previous phenotypic studies .
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The small sample size limits the strength of the final conclusions.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The authors honestly acknowledge the small sample size and lack of molecular tools .
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Sufficient in number (65) but lacking in recent 2021-2026 updates .
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
	2
There are frequent spelling errors in the organism's name
	



	Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	and clinical terms.
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	[bookmark: Reviewer’s_comment]Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but it requires significant editing for grammar and terminology. For instance, "outer patient Department" should be corrected to "Outpatient Department".
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically_correct]Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. While the phenotypic methods are standard, the extremely limited number of isolates (n=10) makes it difficult to draw broad scientific conclusions. Additionally, interpreting antibiotic susceptibility without mentioning specific CLSI or EUCAST version guidelines is a minor methodological oversight.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. Most references date back to the early 2000s. The study would benefit from citing recent research on carbapenem-resistant P. aeruginosa (CRPA) and current global surveillance reports.
	





Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript provides interesting phenotypic data on environmental P. aeruginosa. However, the sample size (n=10) is a major concern. The study should perhaps be reconsidered as a short communication or pilot study. Furthermore, the manuscript requires a thorough linguistic overhaul. The organism's name is misspelled in several sections (e.g., "P. aerugionas" , "P. aeuroginosa").
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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