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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	Carbapenem-resistant Enterobacteriaceae (CRE) are a serious form of drug-resistant bacteria and pose a significant threat due to their potential to cause severe infections. Since there are very few treatment options available, understanding the epidemiology and prevalence of these resistant strains is crucial for effective policy-making and guiding future research efforts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	"Prevalence of Carbapenem-Resistant Enterobacteriaceae Among Pregnant Women from Rural Areas of North India" is a better title with correct language.
	

	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 currently includes only the results. It is advisable for the author to also include the objectives and methodology in brief.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Significant language revisions are needed throughout the manuscript to improve clarity and scientific tone.

· The objective of the study is not clearly stated. It should be explicitly mentioned in the introduction or abstract.

· The methodology is not adequately described. For example, the sentence “The bacterial isolates were pinned down using everyday biochemical tests that pretty much mirror techniques described in other recent studies (Dan et al., 2021)” is too informal and lacks necessary detail. Referring readers to another article for key methodological steps is not acceptable in scientific writing. A clear and complete description of the procedures used should be provided.

· Sample details are unclear. It is mentioned that some samples were collected from pregnant women, but the total number of samples collected  howmany were from pregnant women are not specified. This information should be clearly stated.

· Detailed data presentation is lacking. It would strengthen the study if the authors provided a breakdown of CRE-positive isolates according to sample type (e.g., urine, blood, sputum, pus). For example, how many urine samples yielded Gram-negative bacilli were CRE?

· The discussion section lacks scientific depth. The authors should include supporting scientific evidence to explain their findings—for instance, possible reasons for differences in sensitivity patterns between imipenem and meropenem.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· Many of the references cited in the manuscript are outdated. For example, the CLSI guidelines used for the 2021 study are from 2017, which is not appropriate. At the very least, CLSI 2020 guidelines or later should have been used.

· If it is not possible to update the methodology using more recent guidelines, the authors must provide a clear justification for using older versions.

· In general, older references throughout the manuscript should be replaced with more recent and relevant studies to reflect current scientific understanding and practices.
	

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


	The manuscript contains several informal expressions and subjective language that are not appropriate for a scientific research article. Phrases such as “I remember,” “precky germs,” “many believe,” “pretty much,” and “pinned out” should be avoided. It is strongly recommended that the authors revise the language throughout the manuscript to maintain a formal, objective, and scientific tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article addresses an important issue in the current scenario of increasing drug-resistant infections. However, it requires major revisions in almost all sections—including overall language, methodology, results, discussion, and abstract—before it can be considered acceptable for publication as a research article. 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)

No
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