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	PART  1: Review Comments


	Compulsory REVISION comments

	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	This research is really important because it points out the health risks of consuming milk products contaminated with Staphylococcal enterotoxin genes (SEs). It underscores the necessity of better food handling practices among milk handlers to reduce contamination and keep consumers safe. The findings offer valuable insights into consumer behaviors and suggest specific interventions to tackle these risks. Finally, this study supports the creation of policies and educational programs aimed at improving public health and food safety standards in Mbeya, Tanzania, and possibly beyond.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Two phrases in the title need to be changed:
-The phrase “ready-to-consume milk products” has a good readability, and it is suitable to scientific publications. 
-“in milk shop outlets” is redundant. It is suggested to be removed.

My suggestion is:

Assessment of exposure to staphylococcal enterotoxins genes by consumption of ready-to-consume milk products in Mbeya, Tanzania
	

	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 somewhat complete but can be further improved. The writers should simplify and condense the content by summarizing the percentages rather than repeating similar statistics. They should also emphasize the most critical results. Additionally, the results section should be more prominent within the abstract. I suggest that the authors expand on the results section in their abstract to provide a more comprehensive explanation. This will help readers better understand the significance of their findings. 
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	Nothing specific, but minor mistakes were mentioned.
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The manuscript has been assigned a rating of serious major revision. It requires significant corrections to address numerous mistakes and defects. However, despite these issues, the extensive information provided indicates that a substantial scientific effort has been made.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Most of the references are old, and their number is insufficient. The authors should increase the number of references and update them to include more recent sources.
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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

	

I believe the manuscript should be reviewed by a native English speaker or someone with a degree in English literature. There are several punctuation, structural and grammatical errors within the text that need to be addressed although my rating is Serious major revision. 

	

	Optional/General comments

	The text needs some adjustments to make it clearer and more aligned with the journal's standards. First, the font size is inconsistent in different paragraphs, and it's essential for the authors to follow the journal's instructions. Also, it seems that Tables 3 and 4 don't add much value to the research. Instead, a photo of the PCR product on agarose gel would be a more effective inclusion. The researchers must clearly state the standard used for S. aureus isolation protocol or provide appropriate reference(s). Additionally, the authors have cited a reference (Rahimi, 2013) that is not included in the references list. Conclusion section should be written in a text, not written in bullet points, and the recommendations section should also incorporate conclusions within itself. Combining conclusions and recommendations in bullet points is not acceptable. Figure 1 explantion in the text is unclear and low. Further explanation clearly rquires. 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 details)
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