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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

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

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Overall, the manuscript presents valuable data but requires major revisions in methodology, statistical clarity, and result interpretation.

i. The manuscript contains several critical issues that need to be addressed before submission. First, the definitions of NTS, Salmonella enterica, and MDR/XDR Salmonella are inconsistent (Lines 35–42).

ii. The sample size justification is missing (Lines 85–88, 134–136). Despite collecting 420 samples (210 food, 210 stool), only 12 isolates were analysed, which significantly reduces statistical power.

iii. The authors should explain why the isolation rate was so low and whether this affects the reliability of the results. Similarly, the unusual resistance patterns require further explanation (Lines 188–195). The study reports 100% resistance to tetracycline but low resistance to fluoroquinolones, which contradicts global trends in Salmonella resistance. The discussion should explore possible explanations, such as serovar differences or environmental selection pressures influencing resistance development.

iv. The molecular analysis of resistance genes lacks proper interpretation (Lines 215–220). The authors found CTX-M genes in 25% of food isolates but none in stool isolates, which is unusual. A possible explanation, such as environmental contamination or plasmid-mediated transfer, should be discussed.

v. Statistical methods need clarification (Lines 152–156, Table 3). It is unclear whether p-values were adjusted for multiple comparisons, and if so, which correction method was used. The authors should specify whether Bonferroni correction or another method was applied.

· Several minor issues also require attention.
i. The abstract lacks quantitative details (Lines 18–32), and specific resistance rates should be mentioned instead of vague phrases like “some isolates.”

ii. The sample storage method is unclear (Lines 86–91), as storing stool samples at -4°C before culture is not standard practice. The authors should clarify whether samples were preserved in an enrichment broth before processing.

iii. The discussion contains repetitive phrasing (Lines 275–290), particularly the frequent mention of 100% tetracycline resistance, which should be streamlined.

iv. Figures and tables require proper labelling (Lines 198–205, Table 2), including MIC breakpoints (R/I/S) for antibiotic susceptibility testing.

v. Reference formatting is inconsistent (Lines 320–350), and all citations should follow a uniform style with DOIs or URLs where applicable.
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