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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 addresses a highly relevant and underexplored dimension of antimicrobial resistance - gender-based differences in resistance profiles of Pseudomonas aeruginosa. In the era of precision medicine and antimicrobial stewardship, such stratified analyses are critically needed to move beyond generalized treatment approaches. The study contributes valuable data from a resource-constrained setting (Nigeria), where AMR burden is high but gender-disaggregated data remain scarce. Its findings have practical implications for tailored empirical therapy and policy-level interventions, making it both timely and impactful.
	





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 (Excellent)
The title is precise, informative, and accurately reflects the scope, population, and analytical approach.
	

	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)
Well-structured with clear background, methods, and results; could briefly include study limitations for completeness.
	

	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)
Relevant and aligned with the study; inclusion of terms like “antimicrobial stewardship” or “gender stratification” could improve discoverability.
	

	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)
Logical and informative; however, the research gap could be highlighted more explicitly earlier.
	

	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)
Objectives are clear; explicit hypothesis statements would strengthen scientific framing.
	

	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)
Relevant and contextual; could incorporate more recent global AMR surveillance data (2023–2025).
	

	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
	4 (Good)
Methodologically sound and standardized; addition of molecular analysis would enhance depth.
	

	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 (Excellent)
Ethical approval clearly stated and aligned with international standards
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
Results are clearly presented with appropriate statistical analysis and interpretation.
	

	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 (Good)
Tables are detailed and relevant; inclusion of graphical representations would improve clarity and impact.
	

	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 (Excellent)
Strong integration with existing literature and thoughtful interpretation of findings.
	

	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 (Excellent)
Conclusions are logically derived and well supported by results.
	

	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 (Excellent)
Limitations are transparently acknowledged and appropriately discussed.
	

	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)
Sufficient and relevant; minor updates with recent high-impact studies recommended.
	

	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 (Excellent)
Well-written, coherent, and professionally structured manuscript.
	





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, specific, and effectively conveys the study’s focus and methodology.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES.
The abstract is informative and well-structured. However, it could be improved by briefly mentioning study limitations and broader implications to enhance completeness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate. However, inclusion of multivariate statistical analysis and/or molecular characterization of resistance mechanisms would strengthen scientific robustness.
	

	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 and adequate; however, incorporating recent global reports (e.g., WHO/GLASS 2023–2025, recent AMR meta-analyses) would improve currency and global relevance.
	

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

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

	NO
Ethical approval has been appropriately obtained and reported. No ethical concerns are identified.
	




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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript presents novel and clinically relevant insights into gender-based differences in antimicrobial resistance, particularly in a high-burden, underrepresented setting. The study design is sound, results are robust, and the discussion is well contextualized.

The primary limitation is the absence of molecular-level analysis, which slightly limits mechanistic interpretation. However, the epidemiological contribution remains strong and valuable for clinical and public health applications.

I recommend acceptance after minor revision, primarily to:

· Enhance analytical depth,
· Add graphical data visualization,
· Update references with recent global literature.
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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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