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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback


	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 public health and clinical microbiology problem by comparing hospital-acquired and community-acquired MRSA in Edo State, Nigeria. The study provides useful local data on MRSA prevalence, antimicrobial susceptibility patterns, and Multiple Antibiotic Resistance (MAR) indices from both hospital and community settings. The finding of substantial MRSA prevalence in both settings highlights the importance of surveillance, antimicrobial stewardship, and infection-control practices. The comparative data may be useful for healthcare professionals and public-health authorities in understanding local resistance patterns and planning appropriate interventions. However, several methodological and reporting issues should be clarified before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback(Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	


PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No major change to the title is necessary.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES, with minor revision.

The abstract adequately presents the objectives, study design, sample size, principal findings and conclusion. However, the methodology and terminology should be aligned precisely with the methods actually performed. 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO – major clarification/revision is required.

The principal scientific concerns are:

1. Molecular confirmation: The manuscript states that the 96% cloxacillin resistance "confirm[s] the classification of MRSA and the presence of mecA gene." However, no PCR or other molecular assay for mecA is described. Therefore, the presence of mecA cannot be concluded directly from the reported phenotypic susceptibility results. 

2. MIC methodology: The Results report oxacillin MIC values of 0.5–8 µg/ml for HA-MRSA and 0.5–2 µg/ml for CA-MRSA, but the Methods section describes screening and disk-diffusion testing and does not adequately explain how the MIC was determined. The authors should provide the MIC methodology, including the technique, antibiotic concentration range, interpretation standard and quality-control procedure. 

3. Statistical analysis: Only descriptive statistics are reported. Since the study compares HA-MRSA and CA-MRSA, appropriate inferential statistical tests should be considered, with confidence intervals and/or p-values where applicable. 

4. Causal interpretation: Statements that the findings demonstrate antibiotic "misuse," "overprescription," or specific antibiotic pressure should be presented more cautiously because antibiotic consumption or prescribing practices were not directly measured.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO.

The reference list is relevant overall, but it should be updated with recent literature, particularly on MRSA epidemiology, antimicrobial resistance, current antimicrobial susceptibility testing standards and molecular characterization. 


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO. Major ethical issue is apparent from the manuscript.
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