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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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 focuses on a critical maternal health issue in a resource-limited context, which is the laboratory diagnosis of urinary tract infections, particularly in pregnant women in Gaza Province, Mozambique. The study may hold relevance, as local data obtained from provincial hospitals can be limited, and the paper provides contextual information related to patient characteristics, diagnostic practices, and isolated microorganisms. This material is clinically applicable in antenatal medicine in the presence of often poor urine culture and frequent use of rapid screening. However, a better scientific contribution would have been achieved if the authors disambiguated the denominator of the study, more accurately defined their claims regarding diagnostic performance, and strengthened the statistical and editorial presentation.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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 = Good
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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 = Needs Improvement 
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory 
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory 
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory 
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement 
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory 
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory 
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	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, although it could be polished up a bit for accuracy. Suggested improvement: “Laboratory Diagnostic Findings of Urinary Tract Infections Among Pregnant Women at Xai-Xai Provincial Hospital, Mozambique: A Retrospective Record Review (2019–2020).” 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor concerns. Yes the abstract does adequately address the primary sections but it raises some conclusions. Statements suggest that microscopy represents “effectiveness” but should be softened, as the study design did not formally assess diagnostic accuracy with a gold standard in an analytic context.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The subject is scientifically relevant, but we need to change the interpretation. The manuscript says it assesses “frequency” and describes “diagnostic effectiveness/accuracy,” but the sample seems to list only positive cases who met conditions, not the entire congregation of pregnant women who were screened for UTI. This study does not provide strong evidence of the prevalence/frequency in the target population, or does it provide validation of diagnostic accuracy without a definition for a reference standard; a paired test comparison; and indicators, as well as indicators like sensitivity and specificity, predictive, or agreement, or multiple test reliability. The authors should reframe the manuscript as a descriptive review of confirmed/recorded UTI cases and should refrain from drawing on or emphasizing cause-effect or performance statistics. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but definitely want some improvement. The reference list contains a number of latest publications, including those from 2024–2026, and is relevant to UTIs in pregnancy and diagnostic practice generally. However, the citation style is expected to be consistent and that all authors make sure that the referenced sources are authoritative, consistently formatted, and relevant to the claims made in the discussion. 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	The text does not pose a huge ethical problem. The manuscript reports ethics approval, waiver of informed consent based on retrospective use of secondary data, and anonymization procedures. That being the case, an ethics statement would gain from the use of a protocol/reference number and a slightly clearer description of data protection procedures. 
	



PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Key revision considerations for the authors. 
Explain the denominator and sampling frame. 
The manuscript first lists 1,526 records and then drops to 42 confirmed cases. 
The authors must clarify whether they are estimating prevalence among all pregnant women tested, reporting only positive cases, or evaluating practices in the lab.
 Eliminate or significantly soften assertions of “diagnostic effectiveness” or “diagnostic accuracy.” 
A clinical examination of standard practices alone does not determine test success without systematic comparison of microscopy, dipstick, and culture to established reference standards. Reframe the purpose and inferences of this article to satisfy the design.
 For one, the study is best articulated as a descriptive retrospective account of laboratory findings in the case of detected UTI.
 Use methodology to enhance the introduction to the study by laying out inclusion/exclusion criteria, treatment of missing data, how “confirmed diagnosis” was defined, and whether all 42 cases completed all of the tests. 
Enhance the presentation of the results. Some tables are repetitive, and need cleaner representation; percentages and denominators should be labeled explicitly. Expand the limitations. 
Currently it can be clear that its limitations include selection bias, size of the sample, limitation of retrospective data quality, insufficient inferential analysis and lack of inference on diagnostic performance. 
Revise the English throughout. They've got issues in grammar, and editing, where there appears to be awkward phrasing and typos etc that reduce readability. Standardize references and have a consistent style for formatting, capitalization and journaling.
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