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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 (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.


	This manuscript addresses a critical global health equity issue: the disproportionate burden of multidrug-resistant pathogens in low-resource settings and the potential of genomic surveillance to mitigate this threat. The topic is highly timely given the WHO’s prioritization of AMR surveillance and recent technological democratization in sequencing. The synthesis of technological, operational, and ethical considerations provides a useful conceptual framework for policymakers and implementers. However, its scientific impact is currently undermined by severe citation integrity issues that must be rectified for it to contribute meaningfully to the field.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and accurately reflects the content. However, it could be more specific by indicating the review nature (e.g., adding A Systematic Review and Implementation Framework or A Narrative Review of Challenges and Innovations).
	

	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 is structurally sound but requires quantification. Specifically
 (1) Add concrete metrics for real-time (e.g turnaround time targets). 
(2) Specify 1-2 key technological innovations with proven LMIC deployment rather than generic statements.
 (3) Remove the unclear conclusion about collective commitment and instead state 2-3 actionable priorities. The abstract currently reads as aspirational rather than evidence-based.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript contains critical scientific errors that compromise its validity. The most egregious issue is wholesale mis-citation  multiple references are completely unrelated to the cited content (e.g., Ref. 18 on social work models cited for nanopore sequencing accuracy; Ref. 33 on endocrine cancers cited for CDC/WHO partnerships). This represents a fundamental breach of scholarly integrity. Additionally numerous claims lack empirical support cost barriers, diagnostic accuracy improvements, and implementation outcomes are described qualitatively without quantitative data. The manuscript lacks a methods section, making it impossible to assess comprehensiveness or evidence quality.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is deeply flawed: 
(1) Future dated citations (multiple 2025 references) are non-standard and suggest fabrication. 
(2) Severe mis-citation as detailed above.
 (3) Obscure journals: Many references are from predatory/non-indexed journals lacking rigorous peer review. 
(4) Missing primary sources: Key claims should cite high-quality sources like Nature Medicine, The Lancet Microbe, WHO reports, or GRAM study data. Complete line by line reference audit against primary sources is mandatory.
	

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


	The English is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. However, there is redundancy across sections (e.g workforce/infrastructure challenges repeated in Sections 2, 4, and 5). The term low-resource settings" is used loosely without operational definition. Some jargon could be simplified for broader public health readership. Minor copyediting would improve conciseness, but these issues are secondary to the scientific integrity problems.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The narrative structure is logical and the topic is of paramount importance. The manuscript addresses a critical global health challenge with a strong foundational framework. To strengthen it for publication, I would encourage the authors to consider the following key revisions: 

(1) conduct a thorough verification of all references to ensure accuracy and alignment with cited content, 

(2) add a methods section describing the search strategy and evidence synthesis approach, 

(3) provide quantitative data to support major claims where possible,

 (4) include at least one detailed LMIC case study with specific implementation outcomes,

 (5) supplement with a cost-effectiveness table to enhance practical applicability, and 

(6) ensure all figures are properly labeled and included. With these thoughtful revisions, this manuscript has excellent potential to make a valuable and impactful contribution to the field.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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