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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.


	By investigating the quinolone resistance profiles of Salmonella enterica in edible bovine intestines, this research addresses a vital gap in our understanding of foodborne pathogens within informal African markets. The observation of high Nalidixic acid resistance, coupled with preserved fluoroquinolone efficacy, underscores a critical transition point in the development of antimicrobial resistance. These data are essential for bridging the information gap in low- and middle-income countries, offering a data-driven foundation for risk assessment and the development of targeted public health interventions tailored to the socioeconomic realities of the region.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title does not tell the readers about the total heterotrophic bacterial counts, overall prevalence of S. enterica and food safety angle. This manuscript is more about the quinolone resistance. The title could be more food safety focused, for eg. “Microbiological Quality and Phenotypic Quinolone Resistance of Salmonella enterica in Retail Cow Intestines from Port Harcourt, 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 clear and comprehensive. However, it can be improved by:

1. Adding the total sample size by mentioning n = 192 samples. For instance, A total of 192 cow intestine samples were collected from twelve major markets and analysed for total heterotrophic bacterial counts (THBC) using standard microbiological techniques.
2. Specifying the type of statistical test used. For example, THBC values varied significantly among markets (ANOVA, p < 0.05), with several markets recording markedly high microbial loads.

3. Refining the wording. THBC values varied significantly among markets (ANOVA, p < 0.05), with several markets exceeding internationally acceptable limits for raw edible offal.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Correct is terms of appropriate cross-sectional design, proper sample size calculation, use of CLSI 2023 guidelines, use of 0.5 McFarland standard and logical statistical analysis (ANOVA, chi-square). It is recommended to improve methodology. You may consider add on the confirmative tests for Salmonella enterica such as indole, hydrogen sulfide production (if any) to further support the species. Or should you state “presumptive S. enterica”?
Besides, it is seen that you have extremely high prevalence (95.5%). You may discuss whether the selective enrichment steps are used (for eg. Rappaport-Vassiliadis broth)? Or could cross-contamination have occurred and caused the extremely high prevalence?

Overall, it is scientifically correct but can be improved by clarifying the identification method.
	

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

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	Some minor language issues:
1. Instead of “Total heterotrophic bacterial counts expressed reflects inadequate hygienic practices…”, please write “Total heterotrophic bacterial counts reflect inadequate hygienic practices…”

2. Some sentence fragment in Statistical Analysis section. Instead of “Where significant differences were detected.”, write “Where significant differences were detected, post hoc comparisons were performed using Tukey’s test.”

3. Ensure inconsistencies. For example, Mile one vs Mile One. Capitalize “O” for Ofloxacin.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
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