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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 is of substantial importance to the scientific community because it provides empirical evidence that freshwater lake sediments function as underrecognized reservoirs of multidrug-resistant pathogenic bacteria, with direct implications for public health and environmental safety. By documenting resistance to clinically important antibiotics, including carbapenems and quinolones, in sediment-derived Shigella, Salmonella, Proteus, and Acinetobacter species, the study strengthens the One Health framework linking environmental contamination to human health risks. The work also addresses a critical geographic and thematic knowledge gap by generating data from an Indian drinking-water reservoir, where sediment-focused antimicrobial resistance surveillance remains limited. Collectively, these findings offer a valuable baseline for future resistance monitoring, risk assessment, and policy development aimed at wastewater management and antimicrobial stewardship


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable, as it accurately reflects the core focus of the manuscript antibiotic resistance patterns in pathogenic bacteria isolated from lake sediments and clearly specifies the study location, which is important for environmental and public health research. However, the current title is somewhat long and descriptive, and it could be strengthened by emphasizing the public health relevance and the multidrug-resistant nature of the isolates, which are key contributions of the study.

Suggested alternative titles (more concise and impact-oriented):
 Multidrug-Resistant Pathogenic Bacteria in Lake Sediments: Evidence from Poondi Lake, India

	

	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 generally comprehensive and well structured, as it clearly states the study objective, sampling strategy, major bacterial groups identified, antibiotic susceptibility testing approach, and the overarching conclusion regarding sediments as reservoirs of multidrug-resistant bacteria. It provides sufficient methodological and outcome-oriented detail to allow readers to understand the scope and relevance of the work without consulting the full text.

However, several refinements would strengthen the abstract further. First, the bacterial load values are reported with excessive numerical precision, which may not be necessary at the abstract level; summarizing them as relative differences across sites would improve readability. Second, while multidrug resistance is mentioned, the abstract would benefit from explicitly stating the number of antibiotics tested and highlighting resistance to “last-resort” antibiotics (e.g., carbapenems) as a key public health concern. Third, the abstract could be improved by briefly clarifying the broader implications of the findings specifically linking sediment-associated resistance to risks for drinking water safety and human exposure rather than limiting the conclusion to surveillance and wastewater management. No major deletions are required, but tightening numerical details and strengthening the public health framing would enhance clarity and impact.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and the study is conducted using established and appropriate microbiological methods for environmental antibiotic resistance surveillance. The sampling strategy, bacterial isolation, biochemical identification, and antibiotic susceptibility testing using the disc diffusion method are consistent with standard laboratory practices and are adequately described. The interpretation of multidrug resistance patterns and their linkage to anthropogenic pollution, sewage inflow, and public health risk is scientifically valid and well supported by the cited literature.

That said, a few aspects could be strengthened to enhance scientific rigor. The identification of bacterial isolates relies solely on phenotypic and biochemical methods; while acceptable for baseline studies, the inclusion (or at least acknowledgment) of molecular confirmation would improve taxonomic certainty. Additionally, clearer alignment with current CLSI/EUCAST guidelines (including year/version) and a brief discussion of methodological limitations such as the small number of isolates analyzed would improve transparency. These points do not undermine the correctness of the study but, if addressed, would further reinforce its scientific robustness and credibility.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally sufficient and include a good balance of foundational and recent studies relevant to environmental antibiotic resistance, sediment microbiology, and resistance mechanisms. Several citations from 2020–2025 ensure that the discussion is anchored in current scientific understanding. Overall, the reference list adequately supports the study objectives and interpretations.

However, the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of  th following additional, references 

1.  Lawal, O. P., Ilesanmi, T. A., Asare, B. K., Adegbesan, A. C., Dike, J. O., Okoye, C. A., Adefemi, O. T., Obasi, D. E., Adewoyin, P. B., Igunma, A. A., Obi, C. N., Olaide, Z., & Enaburekhan, G. E. (2024). Prevalence of extended-spectrum beta-lactamase-producing bacterial species isolated from handbags of women in Abeokuta, Nigeria. South Asian Journal of Research in Microbiology, 18(11), 12–24. https://doi.org/10.9734/sajrm/2024/v18i11396
2. Lawal, O., Orenolu, I. O., Ajobiewe, M. A., Mensah Forson, K. A. A., Agu, U. F., Fidelix, M. E., Madugba, F. C., & Obi, L. I. (2025). Hospital-acquired infections in the age of antimicrobial resistance and smart surveillance. Australian Journal of Biomedical Research, 1(1), aubm002. https://doi.org/10.63946/aubiomed/16759
3. Lawal, O. P., Babatunde, J. O., Owusu-Ansah, S., Ani, C. P., Adegbesan, A. C., Hashim, H., Okeke, J. C., Okei, N. C., Igunma, A. A., Ubebe, D. O., Ugoagwu, K. U., Agbo, O. S., & Ani, C. F. (2025). Antibiogram and molecular characterization of extended-spectrum beta-lactamase-producing Klebsiella pneumoniae in a Nigerian teaching hospital. Microbes, Infection and Chemotherapy, 5, e2305–e2305. https://doi.org/10.54034/mic.e2305

	

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


	Yes, the language and overall English quality of the manuscript are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The text is clear, coherent, and written in an appropriate scientific tone, with correct use of discipline-specific terminology and logical progression of ideas across sections. Most sentences are grammatically sound, and the manuscript is understandable to an international academic audience.

Nonetheless, minor language refinements would further improve clarity and polish. These include correcting occasional typographical errors, standardizing tense usage, improving sentence conciseness in a few densely written passages, and ensuring consistent use of technical terms (e.g., antibiotic names and abbreviations). A light copy-editing or professional language review would be sufficient to elevate the manuscript to a high-impact journal standard, but no major language revision is required.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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