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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)

Compulsory REVISION comments

The authors have analysed the diversity of S. aureus
clonal complexes in their country. The findings of
this study will help the local community.

The whole work was designed well and executed
through standard procedures.

The manuscript was written in a scientifically sound
manner.

Minor REVISION comments

S. aureus was mentioned as Staph. aureus in few places
that has to be followed similarly with others. Ex. In
abstract- Result. 34 line, line-61

Introduction: Lines from 26 to 39 should be included in
the discussion part and not there, as this disucsses the
earlier studies done in their country.

Line 48: rewrite as: to investigate the characteristics
(delete many)

Table 1 & 2: first heading rows to be bolded.
Table 1: Column 1 Age group- write as Age group (in
years), N (%), Hospital associated N(%),Community

This has been consistently corrected using S.
aureus format.

We agree with the reviewer and have deleted
what was not necessary at the Introduction
section. We have kept what is relevant and
pointed the necessary under Discussion section.

This has been revised and reads follows “This
observational cross-sectional study of S. aureus
infection was carried out...”

All these have been changed as suggested by the
reviewer

Created by: EA

Checked by: ME

Approved by: CEO

Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)




SDI Review Form 1.6

SCIENCEDOMAIN international

www.sciencedomain.org

associated N(%),p value (%)
Same changes for table 2
Table 3: N(%)

Line 227: skin or mucous

This has been corrected to skin

Optional /General comments

The manuscript was written in scientifically sound
manner and has good background work done.
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