
Editor’s Comment:   

I have read the manuscript and my comments are:  
 
This is a primitive study and the manuscript has some fundamental defects, mainly in the materials and 
methods: 
1.      Lines 68-72: The authors mentioned that “…Salmonella isolates (119) from 96 blood and 23 stool 
specimens of patients… over a period of 3 years (2006 – 2009) were obtained”. But they did not give any 
information about the sampling, isolation, and reservation of the isolates. If these isolates were offered by 
someone or some institute, the donator should be mentioned, and the cultural conditions should be 
mentioned for activating the bacteria and for checking the purity. The isolate code should be reported, not 
only a species name. 
2.      Line 75: The authors mentioned “The isolates which were previously identified and serotyped at the 
NICD were subcultured for morphological identification using standard microbiological methods”, but they 
did not give any reference about the methods and results of the identification; no medium and conditions 
or reference are described for the subculture. 
3.      Lines 80 and 84: What are the meaning of ESBL and CLSI? A complete spelling should be given 
here since it is the first appearance. 
4.      Lines 81-83: Why the mentioned concentrations of the antibiotics were chosen? 
5.      Line 84: For the sentence “The reference method was micro-broth dilution according to CLSI 
standards for Gram negative bacteria”, a reference is needed. 
6.      How the experiment was designed for the subsequent statistic analysis. 
 
In general, a scientific publication should be reproducible and the methods should contain sufficient 
information for the readers, with this, the others can do a similar work, or repeat the same study for 
checking the results. 
 
I strongly suggest the authors to make a sequencing analysis of 16S rRNA gene for some representative 
isolates of different species listed in Fig. 1. 
 
Based upon this observation and the opinions of some reviewers and editors, I decided to reject this 
manuscript. 
 
Attached is the manuscript with some of my observations and changes. 
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