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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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.


	This manuscript brings into focus several aspects of the molecular characteristics and the resistance profiles of Staphylococcus aureus isolates in food animals of Nigeria. It furthers the understanding of the epidemiology of S. aureus by identifying spa-types, clonal complexes, and the mechanisms of resistance in a region where this kind of data are very scarce. These findings will also outline zoonotic transmission, resistance patterns, and the role of food animals as a reservoir, which is very important to know for public health surveillance and policy formulation. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, "Molecular characteristics and spa-types of Staphylococcus aureus isolated from selected food animals in the Federal Capital Territory, Abuja-Nigeria," is clear and descriptive, reflecting the content of the study. However, consider simplifying it slightly for brevity, such as "Molecular Characteristics and Spa-Types of Staphylococcus aureus from Food Animals in the Federal Capital Territory, Nigeria."
	

	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 comprehensive, summarizing the aim, methodology, results, and conclusion effectively. However:

· Consider mentioning the significance of the findings in terms of public health to strengthen its relevance.

· While the resistance profile is well-highlighted, adding the spa types and clonal complexes briefly could provide a clearer snapshot.

· For conciseness, remove less essential details like specific gene names unless directly relevant to the broader findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound, with well-detailed methodologies and results supported by literature. However:
· The discussion about reverse zoonosis and human-associated strains needs further references to support these claims.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· The manuscript contains an extensive and well-rounded list of references that cover critical areas of the study, including molecular typing, antimicrobial resistance, and the prevalence of Staphylococcus aureus in animals.
· The references include recent works, such as studies from 2023 and 2024, which reflect updated findings and trends. This is particularly important in fields like antimicrobial resistance, where data evolves rapidly.

· Older references (e.g., Cheesbrough, 2016; Votintseva, 2014; and White et al., 2003) are foundational works and remain relevant.
	

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


	The English quality is good overall, but there are occasional grammatical errors and wordiness. Examples:

· In the abstract: “All isolates were susceptible to vancomycin, teicoplanin, mupirocin and tigecycline.” could be revised to “All isolates exhibited susceptibility to vancomycin, teicoplanin, mupirocin, and tigecycline.”

· Sentence structure in some sections (e.g., Introduction and Discussion) can be simplified for readability.

· Replace terms like “but causes” with “yet it causes” for better flow in scholarly writing.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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? 


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