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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 provides a comprehensive synthesis of antimicrobial resistance (AMR) patterns in the Philippines by integrating surveillance reports, clinical studies, and molecular epidemiological data.
· The study is important because it highlights the growing burden of multidrug-resistant pathogens, particularly Gram-negative bacteria, and emphasizes the urgent need for strengthened antimicrobial stewardship and surveillance systems. 
· By identifying resistance trends, major resistance genes, and healthcare-associated transmission patterns, the manuscript contributes valuable evidence for clinicians, microbiologists, policymakers, and public health authorities. 
· Furthermore, the review addresses an important knowledge gap in the Philippine context and offers evidence-based recommendations that may guide future research, infection control strategies, and national AMR policy development.
	


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
	5; The title is precise, informative, and accurately reflects the scope and methodology of the study.
	

	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
	5; The abstract clearly summarizes the background, methods, major findings, and conclusions of the study.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5; The selected keywords are relevant and improve the discoverability of the manuscript.
	

	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
	5; The introduction provides adequate context regarding AMR globally and within the Philippines.
	

	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 objectives are clearly outlined and aligned with the study design.
	

	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
	5; The manuscript incorporates recent and relevant literature, including surveillance and molecular studies.
	

	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
	5; The systematic review methodology is appropriate and follows PRISMA 2020 guidelines.
	

	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; Ethical considerations were adequately described, and the use of publicly available data was appropriate.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5; Results are logically organized and clearly presented with appropriate narrative synthesis.
	

	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


	5; The PRISMA flow diagram and summary table effectively support the findings of the review.
	

	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
	5; The discussion appropriately compares findings with national and international literature.
	

	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
	5; The conclusions are consistent with the presented evidence and findings.
	

	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
	4; Study limitations are mentioned, but additional discussion regarding publication bias and limited regional representation would strengthen the manuscript.
	

	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
	5; References are recent, relevant, and sufficient to support the study.
	

	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
	5; The manuscript is generally well written with clear scientific language and good organization.
	




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; The title is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the content and scope of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES; The abstract effectively summarizes the background, methodology, key findings, and conclusions of the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES; The study is scientifically sound, and the methodology and interpretation of findings are appropriate and well supported by the literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES; The references are relevant, up to date, and sufficient to support the objectives and discussion of the study.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO; No ethical concerns were identified, as the study utilized previously published and publicly available data sources.
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