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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.


	This manuscript addresses an important topic in foodborne disease surveillance by examining Campylobacter jejuni and C. coli biotypes in red meat sold in Wasit Province, Iraq. Considering the global burden of Campylobacter-related gastroenteritis and the scarcity of data from Iraq and the Middle East, this study contributes region-specific insights into zoonotic transmission risks from red meat. The use of biotyping as an epidemiological tool also strengthens understanding of pathogen diversity and potential public health implications. However, the small sample size (n=12) limits the generalizability of findings, and the study would benefit from more robust molecular characterization and discussion of implications for control strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Current Title: “Biotyping of Thermotolerant Campylobacter from Red Meat Sold at Wasit Province, Iraq”

The title is informative and generally suitable but can be refined for conciseness and grammatical precision.

Suggested Alternative Title:

“Biotyping of Thermotolerant Campylobacter Isolates from Red Meat in Wasit Province, Iraq”

This alternative reads more smoothly and aligns better with standard scientific titling conventions.
	

	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 adequately summarizes the aim, methods, and findings but requires improved structure and clarity. Some sentences are repetitive, and the conclusion lacks a clear statement of significance.

Suggestions:

Begin with one or two sentences emphasizing the global and regional importance of Campylobacter as a foodborne pathogen.

Clarify the study period and the number of isolates analyzed (n=12) early in the abstract.

Present the main results more succinctly with quantitative details.

Strengthen the conclusion by emphasizing public health relevance and future research needs.

Example revision (for clarity):

“This study investigated thermotolerant Campylobacter jejuni and C. coli isolates from red meat sold in Wasit Province, Iraq, between October 2022 and September 2023. Twelve isolates confirmed by mPCR were biotyped using the Lior scheme. Two biotypes (I and II) were identified, with biotype I predominating in both species (75–100%) compared to biotype II (20–25%). The predominance of biotype I in red meat suggests potential zoonotic transmission pathways between animals and humans. These findings provide baseline data for future surveillance of Campylobacter infections in Iraq.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in its basic methodology and interpretation. The use of the Lior biotyping scheme and molecular confirmation (mPCR) are appropriate for the study objectives. Statistical analysis using Chi-square is acceptable but very limited due to the small sample size. The authors correctly interpret that there is no significant difference (p>0.05) between species and sample origins.

However:

The study would benefit from a clearer justification for the sample size.

The statistical analysis could be expanded (e.g., confidence intervals or descriptive statistics).

Some discussions mix background literature with results, reducing analytical depth.

The conclusion overstates implications given the limited dataset.

Overall, the science is valid but needs clearer presentation and contextual interpretation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript contains numerous citations, but many are repetitive and heavily dependent on a single author (Kanaan). This over-reliance may weaken the perception of objectivity.

Additionally, several references are older than 10 years, while newer global studies on Campylobacter genomics, epidemiology, and antimicrobial resistance could strengthen the discussion.

Suggested additional references:

1. Kaakoush NO et al., (2015). Global epidemiology of Campylobacter infection. Clinical Microbiology Reviews, 28(3), 687–720.

2. Bolton DJ (2015). Campylobacter virulence and survival factors. Food Microbiology, 48, 99–108.

3. EFSA and ECDC (2023). The European Union One Health 2022 Zoonoses Report. EFSA Journal.

4. Sheppard SK et al., (2020). Host association of Campylobacter jejuni isolates from retail meat and humans. Emerging Infectious Diseases, 26(9), 2181–2191.

These would update and diversify the reference base.


	

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


	The English language requires moderate to major revision.

Common issues include:

Long, run-on sentences that obscure meaning.

Inconsistent verb tenses.

Occasional grammatical and structural errors.

Repetition and redundancy in several paragraphs.

The article would greatly benefit from professional English editing to improve readability, clarity, and scholarly tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper is regionally important and could serve as a foundation for more detailed molecular epidemiology work.

Figures and tables should be properly labeled, captioned, and referenced in the text for clarity.

Results and discussion should be separated more distinctly to avoid confusion.

The authors should add a limitations section highlighting sample size constraints and the scope of inference.

Future studies should include antimicrobial resistance profiling and multilocus sequence typing (MLST) for higher epidemiological resolution.
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