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	Manuscript Title

Prevalence and Antibiotic Susceptibility Patterns of Bacterial Isolates Associated with Adult Conjunctivitis among Patients Attending Tertiary Hospitals in Onitsha, Anambra State, Nigeria

General Comments

This manuscript investigates the prevalence, bacterial etiology, and antibiotic susceptibility patterns of conjunctival isolates among adult patients attending two tertiary hospitals in Onitsha, Nigeria. The topic is relevant, particularly in low- and middle-income settings where empirical treatment of conjunctivitis is common and antimicrobial resistance is an increasing concern. The study benefits from a reasonable sample size (n = 300), laboratory-based confirmation of bacterial isolates, and comparison with existing regional studies.

However, in its current form, the manuscript requires major revision before it can be considered for publication. Significant issues exist regarding language quality, clarity of objectives, methodological descriptions, statistical reporting, table presentation, and overstatement of conclusions. While the data appear potentially valuable, substantial editorial and scientific refinement is necessary to meet journal standards.

Major Comments
Title and Study Focus

The title is grammatically awkward and overly long.

The abstract and objectives place disproportionate emphasis on Staphylococcus aureus, while the study design and results involve multiple bacterial agents.

The title and objectives should be revised for clarity and alignment with the actual scope of the study.

Abstract

The abstract is verbose, contains grammatical errors, and does not follow a clear structured format.

Objectives, methods, key results, and conclusions are not clearly delineated.

Numerical results should be presented more concisely, and speculative statements should be avoided.

Introduction

The introduction contains repetitive statements and multiple typographical errors (e.g., organism names).

The rationale and knowledge gap specific to Anambra State/Nigeria should be more clearly articulated.

The study objectives should be stated clearly and succinctly at the end of the introduction.

Methodology

The study design is described as “across-sectional” instead of “cross-sectional.”

Incubation conditions for chocolate agar are inaccurately described as anaerobic; clarification is required.

The sampling method (e.g., consecutive, convenience) is not clearly stated.

Statistical methods require clearer description, including assumptions and exact significance thresholds.

Results

Several tables contain formatting errors, missing values, and inconsistencies (e.g., percentages not summing correctly).

Table 2b is overly complex and difficult to interpret; simplification or restructuring is recommended.

The text frequently repeats numerical values already presented in tables, which should be avoided.

Antibiotic Susceptibility Analysis

While the antibiogram data are valuable, some resistance/sensitivity percentages appear inconsistent with isolate numbers.

Antibiotic names and bacterial species are inconsistently spelled throughout the manuscript.

Interpretation should focus more on clinical and public health implications rather than repeating raw data.

Discussion

The discussion is generally aligned with the results but requires significant language editing.

Comparisons with previous studies are appropriate but often repetitive.

Some interpretations are overstated without sufficient justification.

Conclusion

The statement that culture and sensitivity testing should be the “gold standard” for all cases is unrealistic in many resource-limited settings.

Conclusions should be tempered and aligned with the study’s findings and practical applicability.

Language and Grammar

The manuscript contains pervasive grammatical, typographical, and stylistic errors that significantly affect readability.

Professional English language editing is strongly recommended.

References

Reference formatting is inconsistent and does not adhere to a single citation style.

Some references lack complete bibliographic details.

Minor Comments

Correct spelling errors such as Staphylococcus auerus, Hemophilus influenza, Esherichia coli, and aerugenosa.

Ensure consistent use of units, symbols, and percentage formatting.

Standardize abbreviations and define them at first use.

Improve table titles and legends for clarity and self-explanatory presentation.

Recommendation to the Editor

Major Revision

The manuscript addresses a relevant clinical and public health issue and contains potentially publishable data. However, substantial revisions are required to improve clarity, methodological accuracy, data presentation, and overall scientific quality before it can be reconsidered for publication.
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