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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 study addresses a critical public health issue: microbial contamination of neonatal milk preparations and associated antibiotic resistance in a hospital setting. Neonates are highly vulnerable to infections, and contaminated milk poses severe risks, including sepsis and mortality. The findings highlight alarming rates of multidrug-resistant bacteria (e.g., ESBL-producing E. coli, MRSA), which are directly relevant to antimicrobial stewardship and hospital hygiene protocols. The data provide actionable insights for improving neonatal care in low-resource settings and contribute to the global understanding of antibiotic resistance patterns in West Africa.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	No. The original title is overly verbose and contains redundant terms (e.g., "lactate preparations" is unclear).
Suggested title:
"Microbial Contamination and Antibiotic Resistance in Neonatal Milk Preparations: A Case Study at a
University Hospital in Ivory Coast"
	

	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 clearly states objectives, methodology, and key findings (e.g., high bacterial loads, antibiotic resistance rates). Yet it has weaknesses:
1. The abstract does not specify the study design (e.g., cross-sectional, observational).
2. Data are inconsistent. The results section mentions E. coli at 3.6×10⁴ CFU/mL, but later sections report
2.59×10⁴ CFU/mL. Such discrepancies should be clarified.
3. There is conclusion overreach, such that claims about "unsatisfactory sanitary quality" require explicit reference to international standards (e.g., WHO/FAO guidelines).
4. Apart from “neonatology”, none of the keywords exists in the MeSH database.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Microbiological methods used are robust (e.g., use of TBX agar, EUCAST/CASFM guidelines). Antibiotic susceptibility profiling is described in detail.
As for the sample size justification, no rationale is given for n=59 or subgroup sizes (e.g., only 4 ambient air samples). The sample size should be justified with power calculations.
The statistical analysis contains limited description of statistical tests (e.g., no p-values, confidence intervals). Inferential statistics should be used to compare contamination across batches.
There is no mention of ethical clearance for human samples. Ethical approval for sampling human subjects (hands, nostrils) is not stated. This is critical for publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	About a third of citations predate 2010 (e.g., Marchal et al., 1982; AFNOR, 2004).
Some key studies are missing. Recent WHO reports on neonatal feeding safety (e.g., WHO, 2021) and regional antibiotic resistance surveys have not been included.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Grammatical errors exist,  e.g., "The majority of E. coli showed an ESBL-producing phenotype (35%)"
→ "35% of E. coli isolates exhibited an ESBL phenotype." Inconsistent terminology has been used, e.g. "Lactate preparations" vs. "milk formula."
A professional English editor should be engaged and terms standardized.
	

	Optional/General comments
	While the study provides valuable insights into neonatal feeding safety, revisions are required to meet international ethical standards and enhance methodological rigor. The findings have potential implications for hospital policy in resource-limited settings.
This report highlights the strengths of the manuscript while also detailing critical deficiencies that require revision. The authors should be specifically requested to address ethical approval, expand statistical analyses, and integrate updated literature. I believe the study will become publishable after thorough revisions
	



PART  2:

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	
Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

Ethical approval for sampling human subjects (hands, nostrils) is not stated. This is critical for publication.
	



 Reviewer details:

[bookmark: _Hlk197015719][bookmark: _GoBack] Selim Öncel, Kocaeli University, Turkiye
 (
Created
 
by: DR
) (
Checked by: PM
) (
Approved by: MBM
) (
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)
)
