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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	The book chapter requirements I believe should be more roboust in terms of delivering the information to the reader, however the article version by nature should be different by being more focused on the methodology and comparison with other studies. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title of the article is suitable. 
	

	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 not expressive. Needs review. Some information in the method section belongs to results section. In the result section of the abstract only comprises of the intervals of the PCT readings however, one would expect the subgroups to be mentioned to get a sense of the article. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript appears scientifically correct. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes
	

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

	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments

	This is a huge amount of efford to collect these patients. I believe the information could have been presented in a more fruitful way by comparing with other large scale studies especially trying to make some comments on why PCT is not able to differentiate bacterial, fungal and malarial diseases despite being in high levels. 
The discussion could have been separated from the results section and could be more in detail as PCT is a widely studied molecule. There is a large amount of information should be removed from methods to result section. 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	
No
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