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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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 significant importance to the scientific community as it provides critical insights into the current state of knowledge, attitudes, and practices (KAP) related to antimicrobial resistance (AMR) among community pharmacists. By highlighting existing gaps in awareness and suboptimal dispensing behaviors, the study underscores the urgent need for targeted interventions, policy reforms, and educational initiatives to combat AMR at the community level. The findings serve as a valuable foundation for developing effective antimicrobial stewardship strategies and strengthening regulatory frameworks, ultimately contributing to global efforts to mitigate the rising threat of antimicrobial resistance. Furthermore, this research emphasizes the pivotal role of community pharmacists in promoting rational antibiotic use, making it a crucial reference for public health policymakers, educators, and healthcare professionals worldwide.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "KNOWLEDGE, APTITUDE AND PRACTICE OF ANTIMICROBIAL RESISTANCE IN COMMUNITY PHARMACY," effectively conveys the main focus of the study. However, to enhance clarity and impact, especially for a broader audience, a slightly refined version could be considered. 

Alternative suggested title: "Assessment of Knowledge, Attitudes, and Practices Regarding Antimicrobial Resistance Among Community Pharmacists".

This revised title emphasizes the evaluative nature of the study and explicitly mentions the target group (community pharmacists), making it clear and precise.
	

	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 of the article is generally comprehensive, covering the background, objectives, methods, key results, and conclusions. It effectively highlights the importance of the study and summarizes the main findings. However, there are a few areas where it could be improved for clarity and completeness:

Suggestions:

Clarify the significance of the findings: Briefly mention how the identified gaps in knowledge and practice could impact public health, emphasizing the relevance of the study.

Include specific data or key statistics: While some data are presented, adding a few more specific figures (e.g., percentage of pharmacists dispensing antibiotics without prescription) could strengthen the abstract's impact.

Highlight the implications: Conclude with a concise statement on the implications of the findings for policy, practice, or future research.

Minor language adjustments: Ensure consistency and clarity in phrasing, such as replacing "suboptimal" with "inadequate" or similar terms for better readability.

Revised example snippet:

"Despite moderate knowledge and positive attitudes, inappropriate dispensing practices, such as frequent non-prescription antibiotic sales, persist among community pharmacists. These practices pose a significant challenge to antimicrobial stewardship efforts and public health. The study underscores the urgent need for strengthened regulatory enforcement, ongoing professional education, and targeted interventions to promote rational antibiotic use in community pharmacy settings."


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally well-structured and thorough, demonstrating a solid understanding of the topic and appropriate methodology. Based on the content provided, here is an assessment of its scientific correctness:

Strengths:

The study addresses an important public health issue—antimicrobial resistance—and focuses on community pharmacists, who are key stakeholders.

The methodology is clearly described, including study design, sampling, questionnaire development, and analysis.

The sample size (250 participants) is adequate, and the sampling approach is acknowledged.

The questionnaire covers relevant domains: demographics, knowledge, attitudes, and practices.

The results are well-presented with appropriate statistical analyses, including correlations.

The discussion contextualizes findings within existing literature and highlights systemic issues influencing practice.

Potential areas for improvement or clarification:

The reliance on self-reported data for practices can introduce bias; this should be acknowledged explicitly in the limitations.

The questionnaire's validation process is not detailed indicating whether it was pilot-tested or validated for reliability.

The scoring and categorization thresholds for "good," "moderate," and "poor" knowledge, attitude, and practice are not specified adding these details would strengthen the rigor.

The study focuses on a specific geographic area (Agra); generalizability to other regions should be discussed.

While the statistical methods seem appropriate, explicit mention of tests used for comparing groups (e.g., t-test, chi-square) would clarify analysis.

The low awareness of guidelines (30%) suggests a knowledge gap, but the impact of this on actual dispensing behaviors could be further explored.

The manuscript is scientifically sound and correctly addresses the research objectives. It presents data logically, analyzes appropriately, and discusses findings in line with existing literature. Minor enhancements in methodological detail and acknowledgment of limitations would further solidify its scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references you provided include a mix of recent and relevant sources, with many from 2023 and 2024, reflecting current research and guidelines. They cover key themes such as antimicrobial resistance, community pharmacy practices, knowledge and attitudes, and stewardship programs, which align well with the scope of your manuscript.

Assessment of sufficiency and recency:

Several references (e.g., 1, 10, 12, 13, 14, 17, 18, 19) are very recent (2023-2025), ensuring contemporary relevance.

Foundational and guideline-based references (e.g., 2, 3, 11) from 2012-2014 provide essential context.

Some references (e.g., 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 15, 16) are also recent (2024-2025), adding updated regional and global insights.

Suggestions for additional or alternative references:

Consider adding WHO Global Action Plan on Antimicrobial Resistance (2015), which is a key international framework.
	

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


	The language and overall English quality of your manuscript are quite good for scholarly communication. The text is clear, detailed, and uses appropriate academic terminology.
	

	Optional/General comments
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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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