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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	Slaughter house workers being at exposure to animal tissues and fluids(which may be reservoir for Staph Aureus) are a good choice for studying antibiotic sensitivity profile. On another hand Staphylococcus aureus having strains like MRSA and VRSA needs to be studied for antibiotic susceptibility pattern. There might be lack of scientific research in the region under study.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Yes abstract is good
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, references are sufficient and most references are recent. Some references can be updated(Older than 2010). i.e (Brakstad et al., 1992) in Table 1 can be updated. Similarly (Hookey et al., 1998)  in Table 3 can be updated. References before 2000 must be changed.
	

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


	Yes language quality is suitable. There is one spelling mistake, word auresus should be replaced with aureus (First line below Figure 2). While stating (Kluytmans and Struelens, 2009) the term ‘was/were’ should be used instead of ‘are’ . Or this word can be replace by ‘as’ , this would be more better.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript is good. But updating the mentioned points will make it best.
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