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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 food safety and public health issue; documenting the occurrence of quinolone-resistant Salmonella enterica in retail beef sold in urban markets. Data on AMR in foodborne pathogens from LMICs remain limited, and studies like this provide valuable baseline information for surveillance and risk assessment. The findings are relevant to microbiologists, public health professionals, and policymakers concerned with antimicrobial stewardship and food safety. The study contributes useful local evidence to the growing global discussion on AMR along the food chain.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear and specific. No change is required
	

	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 well structured and summarizes the objectives, methods, key findings, and conclusions of the study. However, it would benefit from briefly stating the study design (cross-sectional) and the sampling period for clarity. In addition, mentioning the public health implication of quinolone resistance in one concise sentence would further strengthen the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is scientifically sound, and the methods used for microbial enumeration, isolation, identification, and antimicrobial susceptibility testing are appropriate and clearly described. Interpretation of the results is generally consistent with the data presented and with existing literature. Minor methodological clarifications are needed, particularly regarding quality control strains used for antimicrobial susceptibility testing and the justification for selecting only three quinolone agents. 
The following are some additional comments:

1. The manuscript should follow the journal guidelines.
2. It says: Sixty (60) beef samples (approximately 250 g each) were randomly purchased from consenting vendors between June and August 2025, but there is no explanation that how these samples were determined (methodology).

3. The reference number of the approving body should be mentioned.
4. Explain how samples were collected to prevent cross-contamination.

5. The presentation of figures is a notable weakness. The authors should put the figure titles below the figures.

6. Scientifically, the interpretation of quinolone resistance is generally correct, but the discussion occasionally overreaches the data. Statements implying broader regional or national trends are made without sufficient comparative data or surveillance evidence. Conclusions should be more tightly aligned with the study’s limited geographic scope and sample size

7. The authors should put the small antimicrobial susceptibility test sample size as a limitation as it reduces the generalizability of the isolates recovered in the study.
8. The study is only descriptive.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally adequate in size and covers key background areas related to Salmonella enterica, foodborne contamination of beef, and quinolone resistance. However, the literature review leans heavily on older references, with a substantial proportion published more than 8-10 years ago. While some classic sources are justified, the manuscript does not sufficiently engage with recent (post-2020) studies on quinolone resistance in foodborne Salmonella, particularly from Nigeria and the broader West African region. This gives the impression that the discussion is not fully anchored in the current state of antimicrobial resistance research. In addition, several claims in the discussion, especially those referring to increasing regional resistance trends and livestock antibiotic use practices are supported by relatively general or global references rather than recent, location-specific evidence. Incorporating more contemporary regional surveillance data or recent systematic reviews would strengthen the scientific credibility of these statements.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and understandable, with only minor grammatical and typographical errors. A light language edit would improve readability, particularly in the Materials and Methods and Discussion sections.
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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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