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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 
 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

The manuscript includes many contradicted results 
 The results are not clearly defined  
 The title is not representative for the work done. Results are not clearly stated or correlated 
correctly  
Abstract need revise 
Methodology is very weak, details are given for the Gram staining, yet the sample handling 
is not clear and the methodology of isolation, identification is not correct. 
The media used for isolation is not correct, as the MacConKey agar is selective media for 
the Enterobacteriaceae, yet it was used for isolation of S.aureus and other G +ve bacteria 
which are completely inhibited on MacConKey agar. 
Klebsiella pneumonia is not expected to be isolated from urinary tract infection cases, it  
may cause pneumonia , bloodstream infections, wound or surgical site infections, and 
meningitis. 
Biochemical tests stated are missing essential tests as catalase and oxidase, etc. 
The results are not clearly stated or linked ages under test are 15 to 45 and many results are 
related only to age 15-20. 
Molecular diagnosis methodology is detailed in 3 pages which shall be revised thoroughly 
and need references. 
The figure is not clear at all referring to 1 sample from Gram stain, 1 sample from wet 
preparation &1 from culturing????   
References are not revised as the manuscript is rejected based on the scientific major 
issues (mentioned above) 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 

 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

  

 
PART  2:  
 

 
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) 
Samples are collected from females’ vaginal swabs (15-45 years), 
Ethical committee approval is not clearly defined. 
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