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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 presents novel data on the prevalence and multidrug‐resistant profiles of E. coli in seafood and coastal waters, revealing complete resistance to key antibiotics. By comparing culture‐based and molecular methods, it demonstrates the value of combining phenotypic and genotypic approaches for more accurate microbial risk assessment. These findings underscore the urgent need to strengthen antibiotic stewardship in aquaculture and inform public health policy.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title « Prevalence and Antibiotic Resistance Profiling of Escherichia coli from Seafoods and Water from Malokun Sea, Ilaje, Ondo State, Nigeria » is broadly suitable because it clearly communicates the study’s main focus (prevalence and resistance profiling), the organism (E. coli), the sample types (seafoods and water), and the geographic context (Malokun Sea, Ilaje, Ondo State, Nigeria).

However, authors might consider a few minor refinements to improve readability and consistency of the title:

1. Use “seafood” in the singular (as a collective noun) rather than “seafoods.”

2. Replace the second “from” with “in” to avoid repetition and better reflect that you’re studying E. coli in those matrices.

3. Optionally specify “coastal waters” rather than simply “water” for precision.

Suggested revision: « Prevalence and Antibiotic Resistance Profiles of Escherichia coli in Seafood and Coastal Waters of the Malokun Sea, Ilaje, Ondo State, 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 well‐structured and covers all the essential components of a scientific summary: it clearly states the study’s background and objectives, outlines the methodology (MPN assays and PCR alongside antibiotic susceptibility testing), presents key quantitative results (isolate counts, comparative log‐CFU values, resistance patterns and MAR indices), and concludes with the public health implications and recommended surveillance approaches. Including the total number of isolates by sample type and the 100% resistance findings gives readers a concrete sense of the data’s scope and significance. The addition of keywords further aids discoverability. Overall, the abstract is comprehensive and provides sufficient detail for peers to understand the study’s context, methods, main findings, and relevance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The experimental design is fundamentally sound, combining culture‐based Most Probable Number (MPN) assays with selective EMB plating, biochemical tests, and 16S rRNA PCR confirmation to reliably detect and enumerate E. coli in both seafood and water samples. Antibiotic susceptibility was assessed via the Kirby–Bauer disc diffusion method according to CLSI guidelines, which is appropriate for gauging resistance profiles, although the manuscript would benefit from explicitly stating the source and disk potencies for doripenem (an antibiotic not routinely included in CLSI M02‑A13) and clarifying why meropenem is listed among reagents but not reported in the results .

One methodological point to address is the interpretation of PCR « counts » as log CFU values: while PCR increases detection sensitivity by capturing viable – but – nonculturable cells, the term « CFU » strictly applies to culture‐based enumeration, so it would be more accurate to report those data as “MPN equivalents” rather than CFU. Lastly, minor inconsistencies in units (CFU/mL for water versus CFU/g for solid samples) and in the stated versus actual number of antibiotics tested warrant editorial clarification but do not undermine the core findings. Overall, the methods are appropriate and executed correctly, and the data robustly support the conclusion of widespread multidrug resistance in E. coli from the Malokun Sea.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Overall, the reference list is fairly robust, drawing on key studies published between 2016 and 2025 that cover microbiological methods, antibiotic resistance trends, and regional aquaculture practices. Most citations are from within the last five years, ensuring that the methods and findings reflect current understanding of E. coli surveillance and antimicrobial resistance.

However, to strengthen both the global context and local relevance, authors might consider adding the following recent works:
1. Editorial overview of AMR in aquatic environments
Basiry et al. provide a state‑of‑the‑art synthesis of how disinfectants, antiseptics, and antibiotics interact in water bodies to drive resistance, with recommendations for integrated monitoring approaches Frontiers.

2. Nigeria‑specific AMR gene analysis in E. coli
Nwaiwu & Onyeaka (2021) performed an in silico survey of resistance genes in E. coli from Nigerian sources, highlighting the diversity of β-lactamase and other resistance determinants in the region pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov.

3. Global AMR surveillance benchmarks (WHO GLASS)
The 2022 Global Antimicrobial Resistance and Use Surveillance System (GLASS) report summarizes standardized resistance rates—including a median 42% rate of third‑generation cephalosporin‑resistant E. coli—which can help contextualize your findings against global baselines who.int.

4. Recent integrated phenotypic and genomic study of aquatic E. coli
A very recent ScienceDirect study (« Tracking antibiotics and antibiotic‑resistant E. coli in the aquatic environment, » 2025) uses combined genomic and phenotypic methods to map AMR transmission in marine ecosystems and could offer methodological insights sciencedirect.com.

Incorporating these references will reinforce the manuscript’s linkage to cutting‑edge global surveillance frameworks and deepen its relevance to the West African context.
	

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


	Overall, the manuscript’s English is intelligible and conveys the scientific content appropriately for a peer‑reviewed journal. Most sentences are grammatically correct, and key terminology (e.g., « multidrug resistance, » « molecular techniques, » « CLSI guidelines ») is used accurately.

Strengths :
· Clarity of key messages : The Background, Methods, Results, and Conclusion sections are clearly delineated and communicate their points succinctly (e.g., « A total of 37 E. coli isolates were recovered… indicating widespread multidrug resistance. »).

· Appropriate technical vocabulary : Terms such as « MPN‑PCR, » « phenotypic profiling, » and « aquatic food chain transmission » are used correctly and consistently.

Areas for improvement :
1. Citation formatting consistency : Journal style typically calls for either « et al. » (italic or plain) without a following comma, or « [number] » style. Here, parenthetical citations alternate between « (Manyi‑Loh, et al., 2018; Singh, et al., 2024) » and « (Singh et al., 2022) ». Choose one convention and apply it uniformly.

2. Section numbering and headings : The « 1.0 Introduction » prefix is unusual in many microbiology journals. Consider using unnumbered headings or the journal’s prescribed style (e.g. « Introduction » alone) to improve readability.

3. Sentence length and flow : A few sentences are lengthy and could be split for clarity. For example :

« Given the increasing pollution of aquatic environments and the public health risk associated with consuming Malokun Sea aquatic products. » could be recast as two sentences to state the rationale and objective separately.

4. Minor grammatical fixes and typos : Remove superfluous commas (e.g., « This study investigates the prevalence, and antibiotic resistance… » The comma must be omitted)

· Standardize species abbreviations (« spp. » vs « Spp. »)

· Ensure parallel structure in lists (e.g., in the Conclusion : « formulate microbial risk assessments, guide public health interventions, and inform policy decisions. »)
With these minor revisions, the manuscript’s language will fully meet the expectations of scholarly communications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	NONE
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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