

Review Form 3
	

	Book Name:
	Microbiology and Biotechnology Research: An Overview

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_7267

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Rapid Screening of Multidrug Resistance in Clinical Acinetobacter baumannii Isolates via Acyl Homoserine Lactone Detection

	Type of the Article
	Book Chapter




	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	The paper presents a novel and offer a valuable points in the field of microbiology including a rapid AHL detection assay as asuitable marker for multidrug resistance and biofilm potential in A.baumannii. on  the other hand there are some flaws in some sections of this study.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	It is suitable and sufficient for some extent.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	As concening with abstract, the positive points include clear objectives, concise methodology, clear result presentation and stong conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, it is .
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are generally suitable , however, several references paricularlly that which dealing with specific mechanisms and guidelines are now dated and should be replaced with more recent publications.for e.g. the reference related with BSAC guidelines 2015 is so oldthere is a gap over 10 years and there are continuous updating to the breakpoints of antobiotics. The other debate point why use this guidelines? What is about CLSI and EUCAST guidelines.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
[bookmark: _GoBack]
	
The language is suitable.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
1. Reference 3 is so old need to revised . also references 22,23 and 24 and others .
2. Thereare slightly overboard statements in the section of introduction.
3. In the section of methodology there are errors in the section 2.2 38 gm  of media in 100 ml  of d.w. please kindl check.
4. The method concerning scoring AHL should be detailed in the methodology.
5. The results as shown in table 2  revealed that all isolates CRAB and CSAB produced AHL so it is not a specific marker for carbapenem resistance and that contradictory with the conclusion.
6. Lack of stastical analysis .
7. Theres is misleading information between the sections of the study related to results of production of AHL  which need to revision.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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)
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