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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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 a highly significant public health issue by focusing on the prevalence and antimicrobial resistance of Escherichia coli O157 among children under five years of age in Nigeria.
The findings are particularly valuable to the global scientific community, as they highlight both the urgency of addressing antimicrobial resistance in vulnerable pediatric populations and the importance of improving sanitation, hygiene, and surveillance systems in resource-limited settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is informative, clear about the organism studied, the focus (prevalence and antimicrobial resistance), the population, and the study site (ESUT). 
But
the abbreviation “ESUT” may not be recognized by a global audience
	

	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 informative and provides a clear overview of the study’s objectives, methodology, and main findings.
but refine it by trimming redundant statistics, slightly expanding the clinical and public health significance, and making the conclusion more outcome based.
	



	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically sound and demonstrates a solid understanding of the subject matter. 
But there are a few areas where refinement would enhance scientific rigor:

· The description of the study design alternates between “mixed cross-sectional” and “mixed correlational,” which could be clarified for consistency.

· The sample size (83 children) is justified, but given the relatively small number of positive cases (15), the statistical power for some subgroup analyses (such as gender differences) may be limited and should be acknowledged in the limitations.

· Some sections of the discussion slightly overinterpret the associations, particularly regarding gender differences and socioeconomic factors. It would be more scientifically cautious to frame these as observations that warrant further investigation.

· Minor typographical and grammatical issues (e.g., “vomiting was reported (57%)” without capitalization consistency) slightly affect readability but do not undermine the science.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and fairly recent, but incorporating a few more region-specific and very recent AMR-focused studies would make the literature base even stronger.
Since antimicrobial resistance is a key finding, citing more recent systematic reviews or meta-analyses on pediatric AMR patterns (e.g., 2022–2024) would be more beneficial.
A more recent WHO or CDC update (2022–2023) on antimicrobial resistance surveillance are anticipated.
	

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


	The language of the manuscript is overall understandable and conveys the scientific message clearly.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important public health concern by highlighting the burden of E. coli O157 infections and antimicrobial resistance in young children.
Few refinements would make the paper stronger. Improving the clarity of the abstract, polishing the English expression throughout the text, and expanding the discussion with a few more recent references would enhance both readability and scientific impact
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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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