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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and accurately reflects the study’s focus on antimicrobial resistance and Escherichia coli isolated from apparently healthy dogs in a defined geographical area. It clearly indicates the organism studied, the outcome measured (antibiogram and resistance profile), and the study population. However, the title could be improved by emphasizing the One Health relevance or the multidrug-resistant aspect highlighted in the results. A possible alternative title could be: “Antimicrobial Resistance and Multidrug-Resistant Escherichia coli in Apparently Healthy Dogs in Rayfield, Jos, 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 generally comprehensive and well structured, covering the background, methods, results, and conclusions of the study. It clearly reports the study design, sample size, major resistance findings, and the presence of multidrug resistance. However, the abstract could be strengthened by briefly stating the public health or One Health significance of detecting MDR E. coli in healthy dogs. Minor redundancy in the results and conclusion sections could also be reduced to improve conciseness.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound, and the methodology used for bacterial isolation, identification, and antimicrobial susceptibility testing follows standard and accepted protocols. The use of CLSI guidelines and appropriate descriptive statistical analysis supports the validity of the findings. However, the small number of E. coli isolates limits the robustness of subgroup analyses, and this should be more clearly acknowledged when interpreting demographic associations. Despite this limitation, the conclusions are generally consistent with the data presented.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive, relevant, and includes many recent publications (2022–2024), indicating good engagement with current literature. The inclusion of regional Nigerian studies alongside global references strengthens the contextual relevance of the work. However, the manuscript could benefit from additional recent One Health–focused surveillance studies on antimicrobial resistance in companion animals. Including more genomic or molecular epidemiology studies on canine-derived MDR E. coli would further strengthen the discussion.

	

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


	The overall language quality is suitable for scholarly communication, and the manuscript is generally clear and readable. Nonetheless, there are minor grammatical inconsistencies, repetitive phrasing, and occasional awkward sentence constructions that require careful editing. Improving sentence flow, verb tense consistency, and article usage would enhance clarity and professionalism. A thorough language polishing or professional proofreading is recommended prior to publication.

For example:
“Data was collected using Microsoft excel from the Microsoft 365 package.”

The correct is: “Data were collected using Microsoft Excel from the Microsoft 365 package.”
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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