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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 
 

The incidence of nosocomial infections (NI) 
caused by Candida sp. have increased 
dramatically in recent years, are the most 
common fungal infections in hospitalized 
patients and is the fourth most common cause 
of NI with hematogenous route of entry into 
the United States of America. 
Candida albicans is generally more prevalent 
in pediatric intensive care units with 53% of 
isolated cases next most common, non-
albicans species such as Candida tropicalis 
and Candida parapsilosis while Candida 
glabrata and Candida krusei are rare. So it is 
necessary to implement strategies in the 
prevention and prophylaxis in children at high 
risk of nosocomial Candida infections. 
However, the authors should consider certain 
points in order to publish their data: 
 
General comments: 
 
The work lacks a scientific weight, and the 
way of writing seems to be a short 
communication, 
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Major comments 
• introductory paragraph, in the context 

of work no epidemiological data from 
the study area / country where the 
work or candida albicans was 
performed are mentioned, or for any 
other species 

• Material and methods 
1). are written in concise manner, there 
is no data to ensure the reproducibility 
of results in a matter of techniques 
used. 
2). not mentioned if obtaining informed 
consent from the adult responsible for 
the child was made. 
3). Sabouraud Dextrose Agar is a 
general-purpose medium designed for 
growing dermatophyte A low pH 
(approximately 5.6) favors the growth 
of fungi, particularly the 
dermatophytes, with slightly inhibitory 
effect for contaminating bacteria in 
clinical specimens. would be wise to 
mention if some other dermatrofito 
successfully isolated? 
4). Specific nomenclature should be 
mentioned including its abbreviation as 
is the case of ICU, SDA slant. 
5). not mentioned if we carry out quality 
control in accordance with local, state 
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and / or national, and the requirements 
of accreditation bodies and standard 
procedures for laboratory quality 
control. 
6). does not exist or a statistical 
method used is not mentioned 
7). not mentioned as the number of 
samples employed in this work was 
determined 
• Results 

1. confidence indices do not exist. 
2. no mention of a possible 

relationship of percentage of 
infection of different species of 
candida in relation to gender of 
the infants. 

3. generally no statistical analysis 
is not presented 

• Discussion 
The discussion is not consistent to work and 
does not exist a conclusion based on the 
findings of work 

Minor REVISION comments   

Optional/General comments Please clarify the ethical issue, if any 
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