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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. The authors fail to clearly mention the research question and the objectives of the
study. It is not clear if they examined the protease activity only in MRSA or all S.
aureus isolates. This could be because of poor presentation, but it must be
addressed.

2. Inthe sub-section "sample collection” of the section "materials and methods" they
mentioned, "Exclusion criteria included samples collected before antibiotic therapy."”
Why do they exclude the samples collected before antibiotic therapy?

3. Incubation conditions are mentioned nowhere in the manuscript, neither for AST nor
for protease activity. Time and temperature significantly affect the result and,
therefore, must be clearly mentioned.

4. The "Methods" section says that the authors employed the disc-diffusion method to
screen MRSA and are using oxacillin to screen MRSA! While screening MRSA
(mecA mediated) with oxacillin, CLSI suggests the "broth microdilution or agar
dilution" method, not the disc-diffusion. The authors have not mentioned the pug
content of the antibiotics.

Minor REVISION comments

1. Another issue with this manuscript is the poor presentation of data and/or logic that
makes the manuscript difficult to comprehend. The abstract and most of the body of
the manuscript should be revised.

2. ltis suggested that authors go through the manuscript for other detailed comments.

Optional/General comments
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(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

Because this research involves human subjects, ethical approval from a regulatory
agency is required before it can be carried out, (which is not mentioned in the
manuscript). Furthermore, the authors make no mention of obtaining patients'
informed consent. Any exceptions to this ethical requirement must be stated.

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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