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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 is a good work keeping in mind the extreme antimicrobial medicines that are misused. This will open a new area of still protecting the sensitivity to the drugs and not turning them into resistant with wiser and better use.
 Was it to address the campylobacter in wild animals for treatment, was it in terms of zoonosis, or was it in poultry and other food industry in human consumption. The objective and introduction do not align and makes it less effective with what the authors want to address as a concern.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It is suitable
I will again say that the objective of the study, introduction does not give a clear objective. Please revisit and follow a pattern similar to all the statements.
	

	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.


	It will be nice to give a statistics as like we collected 521 amples, 40% of which were ruminants, 20% birds etc.
Great no of samples. However not sure , why these particular number and species were used. Not all come in contact to humans if seen in terms of zoonotic disease?


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes this is a nice straightforward study
Please add a few lines about the future direction of the study. It will be good to know what the author is trying to do next in terms of AMR in wild animals. How this can be a long term study or a part of it?
	

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

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


	Yes it is straightforward and easy to follow. Good job.
	

	Optional/General comments


	It would be best to add the photos/pictures of the culture plates for AMR to make your results strong. These bar graphs are not enough to state the AMR and the percentage. 
If 61/521 is done whats the percentage? Is that strong enough for the overall hypothesis and claim of the study?
How many of the 521 samples had campylobacter? And out of them how many had different sub species? That will make the study a little more strong
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