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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.
	By examining gender-based variations in multidrug-resistant Pseudomonas aeruginosa, this study tackles a significant and understudied element of antibiotic resistance. The subject is pertinent to antimicrobial stewardship and clinical microbiology, particularly in hospital environments with limited resources. The study offers valuable epidemiological information that could support treatment approaches that take gender into account. However, a number of methodological and interpretive problems restrict the work's current impact and necessitate significant improvement.

	





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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

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

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs 3Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	





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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Suggestions:
· The abstract is lengthy and contains excessive numerical details that reduce readability.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
Suggestions - Lack of molecular confirmation of resistance mechanism, Classification of intermediate isolates as resistant needs clearer justification with references, Statistical analysis lacks multivariate analysis to support gender-based conclusions.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO

Include more recent (last 3–5 years).
	

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

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

	No
	





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	o increase the manuscript's scientific rigor and clarity, several sections need to be significantly revised.
1. Condensed abstracts should highlight important findings and provide a clearer clinical implication while omitting excessive numerical data. 
2. Despite being well-organized, the introduction is a little wordy and ought to concentrate more on the gender-specific research gap and provide a more compelling explanation of the study setting. 
3. The lack of sample size calculation, ambiguous inclusion/exclusion criteria, lack of patient demographic and clinical variables, inadequate integration of VITEK confirmation, and improper use of disk diffusion for colistin rather than the advised broth microdilution are some of the methodology's major flaws. 
4. Additionally, laboratory quality control procedures, antibiotic selection rationale, and statistical methods need to be clarified.
5. Only the most important facts should be highlighted in the results section, which is excessively repetitive with duplication between text and tables. 
6. Simplified, properly formatted tables should be used instead. 
7. The discussion overstates findings like colistin resistance, overinterprets gender differences without accounting for confounding variables, and includes speculative explanations that are not supported by data. It should critically compare with international literature and make a clear distinction between evidence and hypothesis. 
8. The conclusion needs to be more circumspect, stressing the need for additional multicenter and molecular research while avoiding strong causal assertions. 
9. In addition to standardized abbreviations, clearer legends, and better consistency in tables and general presentation, the manuscript's text has to be enhanced in terms of syntax, conciseness, and redundancy reduction.

The manuscript addresses an important topic but has significant methodological and interpretational limitations. I recommend major revision before reconsideration.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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