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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.
	Sepsis is a common cause of poor prognosis in intensive care unit(ICU) patients, and sepsis-related deaths account for 20% of all deaths worldwide. The development of acute respiratory syndrome (ARDS) among ICU patients with sepsis confers an increased risk of ICU and in-hospital mortality. However, the diagnosis of ARDS mainly relies on functional diagnosis, such as SpO2/FiO2 ,oxygenation index, or physician judgment with limited resources(the new global definition in 2023),and there  I still a lack of early accurate diagnostic markers based on pathogenesis. The emergence of modern computed-assisted medical science ,such as semi-supervised deep learning ,harmony search, AdaBoost, and Directionality Measure in ARDDS diagnosis, has brought much guidance and hope for the treatment of previously untreatable diseases. To satisfy   the early-diagnosis requirements, there have been many attempts to develop a new method using deep learning –based analysis. ARDS affects the prognosis of patients with sepsis, so clinically accurate diagnosis for septic ARDS is undoubtedly the most important  application of pathogenesis-based  biomarkers learning.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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 Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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

ARDS is a common clinical problem affecting the prognosis of critically ill patients ,and sepsis and infectious factors account for 78.5% of ARDS etiology. Once sepsis is combined with ARDS,  the mortality rate more than doubles. Therefore, exploring marker genes for the development of septic ARDS would undoubtedly provide a broader clinical picture form ARDS diagnosis and treatment.
In this presented study is identified sepsis-related 
comprehensive bioinformatics analysis approaches. Through the external validation of the GSE32707 dataset the diagnostic nomogram models performed well in differentiating ARDS sepsis and sepsis patients. In this study ,the authors found that genes causative of sepsis-associated ARDS were mainly enriched in inflammatory and immune-related pathways by GSEA, suggesting that the inflammatory-immune pathway maybe a potential pathogenetic mechanism of sepsis-associated ARDS>causative genes and elucidated the association between sepsis and subsequent ARDS by applying  
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Yes
The presented article fully comprehensive because is covered all structures of scientific –research article(Background, Objective, Methods, Result, Conclusions, and Reference ) and this article appropriate to the PICO principles .
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
	
The article fully scientific and appropriate to the research rules
	

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

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

	Yes 
The reference list is adequate to the presented article and illustrated the last investigations in this topic
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	The authors followed by ethical issues
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