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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 explores bacterial contamination and antimicrobial susceptibility patterns in second-hand clothing sold at Eke Awka Market, Nigeria. The topic is highly relevant to public health, environmental hygiene, and antimicrobial resistance, particularly in developing countries where second-hand clothing markets are prevalent. The study provides valuable data on bacterial loads, species distribution, and resistance profiles, contributing to awareness of hygiene practices and potential health risks.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The manuscript title is apt and clearly reflects the main objective and scope of the study.
	

	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 clearly summarizes the objectives, methodology, and key findings of the study. The inclusion of sample size, bacterial load, identified species, and antimicrobial susceptibility results provides a good overview of the research. However, the abstract appears slightly lengthy and includes excessive numerical details that could be simplified for better readability. Minor grammatical revisions are also recommended to improve clarity and overall flow.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, manuscript is scientifically correct in its overall design and approach. But a major drawback found in this manuscript is the 16S rRNA similarity values (96.72% for E. coli and 92.45% for Enterobacter cloacae) are relatively low for confident species-level identification. These results should be interpreted cautiously, possibly reported at genus level instead.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The number of references used in the manuscript appears adequate and relevant to the research topic.
	

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


	The manuscript contains several grammatical errors, mistakes in phrasing and inconsistent terminology. Professional English language editing is recommended before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study addresses an important public health concern, especially in regions where second-hand clothing is widely used. The work contributes to the growing literature on microbial contamination of textiles and antimicrobial resistance transmission pathways. The manuscript presents valuable data and relevant findings, but it requires language editing, and  clarification of molecular results before it can be accepted for publication.

1. The term “Male/ female  toddler clothing” can be revised to “toddler boys’ / girls’ clothing” for better clarity and correct usage.
2. In the introduction, the authors use “centres” instead of “centers.” The manuscript should follow one consistent spelling style (either British or American English) throughout the paper.

3. Some sections of the introduction read more like discussion or interpretation of results rather than background information. The authors should revise this section.
4. The formatting of scientific names is inconsistent. For example, Enterobacteriaceae and Staphylococci are sometimes italicized and sometimes not. Scientific nomenclature should follow a uniform format throughout the manuscript.
5. The manuscript does not clearly explain the criteria used for selecting the antibiotics in the antimicrobial susceptibility testing. The authors should provide justification, such as whether these antibiotics were chosen based on clinical relevance, local prescription practices, or CLSI recommendations.

6. Only selected Enterobacteriaceae isolates were subjected to 16S rRNA sequencing.  More extensive molecular identification would strengthen the reliability of species identification.

7. The manuscript states that 16S rRNA sequencing was used for confirmation of selected isolates. However, the reported sequence similarity values (96.72% for Escherichia coli and 92.45% for Enterobacter cloacae) are relatively low for confident species-level identification. The authors should clarify this and consider reporting these isolates at the genus level if species-level confirmation is not sufficiently supported.

8. While the discussion compares findings with previous Nigerian studies, it would benefit from broader comparison with international literature to place the findings in a wider public health context.
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	Reviewer’s comment

9. 
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

The manuscript states that vendors gave verbal consent, but it does not mention ethical approval from an institutional review board. Usually, such studies should be approved by an Institutional Review Board  or ethics committee, especially if the results may affect people or businesses. Even for environmental studies, ethical clearance or exemption should be stated.
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