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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.

	Antimicrobial resistance remains a major global health challenge, and the integration of AI into stewardship strategies represents a critical advancement in addressing these issues. This review presents a timely and relevant overview of the application of artificial intelligence (AI) to antimicrobial stewardship, especially predicting antimicrobial resistance and improving clinical decision-making. This review highlighted the limitations of traditional stewardship approaches and effectively positions AI as a transformative tool that can shift clinical practice from reactive to predictive care. This review provides a technically comprehensive discussion of machine learning and deep learning approaches, which makes it valuable to both clinical and bioinformatics audiences.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	I will give this a 5. The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the scope and focus of the review
	

	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
	I will give this a 5. The abstract aligns with known research abstract frameworks, summarising the background, objectives, key findings, and future implications of AI in antimicrobial stewardship.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	This is a 5. The keywords are appropriate
	

	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
	This is a 5. The background information are well organised
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	This is a 5. The objectives of the review are clearly stated
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	This is a 5. The review incorporated relevant literature.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	This is a 5. The review incorporated up-to-date studies on AI, machine learning, and antimicrobial resistance.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	This is a 4. The literature search strategy was not explicitly described, but the review demonstrated a broad coverage of the topic.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	This is a 4. The review provided a meaningful evaluation of the AI application and highlighted key challenges.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	This is a 5. The review identified existing gaps and highlighted future research directions.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	This is a 5. The conclusion aligned well with the evidence presented in the review. Also, key findings were synthesised without bias or unsupported claims.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	This is a 4. Although the limitations could benefit from a slight deep dive, the review did discuss the important limitations, such as data bias and clinical integration challenges.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	This is a 5. The references are drawn from reputable peer-reviewed sources, are recent and relevant to the topic.
	

	14. 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
	This is a 4. This needs editorial polish. The language is clear and understandable, but contains minor grammatical, punctuation, and formatting issues.
	



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 accurately reflects the scope and focus of the review.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract aligns with known research abstract frameworks, summarising the background, objectives, key findings, and future implications of AI in antimicrobial stewardship.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The manuscript is scientifically correct and aligns with the current knowledge in antimicrobial resistance, machine learning applications, and clinical decision support systems.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The references is sufficient, drawn from reputable peer-reviewed sources, are recent and relevant to the topic.
	

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

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

	NO. I did not identify any ethical concerns in the manuscript
	



PART  3: 

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

(The manuscript is scientifically sound, well-structured, and relevant. Only minor editorial polishing is required prior to publication.)

	


Reviewer details:
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