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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.


	The importantce is endorsed in the AMR and publich health related to salmonella infection in poultry
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Your current title has grammar issues (“Be using”) and mixes systems/methods awkwardly. 

Suggestions :
Prevalence, Identification, and Antimicrobial Resistance of Salmonella spp. Isolated from Retail Chicken Meat in Al-Najaf, Iraq
	

	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.


	There is some prblem related to the abstract 
Study period/location conflict (abstract says 2024; methods say Jan–Oct 2025; results also talk about 2022–2024).
Sample type conflict (tissue vs retail meat). 

Percentages inconsistent (e.g., “54%”, “0.4%”, later “19%”). 

Methods unclear: VITEK vs disk diffusion vs MALDI-TOF—who did what, on how many isolates? 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Design inconsistency: methods describe 100 retail chicken meat samples (Al-Najaf), but results discuss multiple regions (Kufa, Najaf, Baghdad, Diwaniya) and multiple years (2022–2024).
Numbers don’t align: “19 positive” vs “81 positive results” phrasing is confusing; the meaning of “81” appears to refer to other bacteria, but is written as if salmonellosis positives. 

Serotyping list vs isolates: Table 2 totals 19 isolates, yet earlier paragraphs cite serovar percentages like 35.96% and 13.7% that don’t map cleanly onto n=19. 

AST method conflict: it says Kirby–Bauer per CLSI (2013) and also “AST by VITEK system”; clarify which method produced Table 3 MIC values, and provide interpretive standard (CLSI/EUCAST, year).

Drug list issues: duplicates and nonstandard names (“enromag”, “penbex”, “disparcol”) need clarification; also some entries in Table 3 show “-” MIC with an interpretation—this needs correction.

Statistics section not used: they mention chi-square/Fisher tests, but results don’t show test outputs (p-values, comparisons). 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some references are recent (EFSA/ECDC 2023; reviews 2022–2023), but methods should cite standards properly (ISO 6579 edition/year; CLSI current version) and local Iraq poultry AMR literature should be expanded if available.
	

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


	Major grammar and clarity issues; needs professional editing (tense consistency, capitalization of Salmonella, consistent species formatting, remove conversational tone in Discussion).
	

	Optional/General comments


	 Rebuild the manuscript around one clear dataset (e.g., 100 retail meat samples in 2025, n isolates confirmed as Salmonella).

Provide a transparent flow: samples….presumptive isolates confirmation (VITEK/MALDI/biochemical)…..serotyping…. AST.

Provide a clean table set: prevalence, serovars with n/%, resistance profiles with n/% (or MIC distribution), and interpretation standard.

Please focuse on  the format of bacteria name and italize bacteria names 
	


	PART 2. (Objective Evaluation)



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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)

No but must provide ethics aprroval number

	


Reviewer details:

Farouk Hassan Farouk Hassan, Modern University For Technology and Information, Egypt

