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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 material and methods, and results and 
discussion need revision. It is not clear what is 
done.  

• How was the fecal samples collected? Was 
it fecal swabs or fecal material? 

• Why was fecal samples from young animals 
(juveniles) excluded? It is well known that 
younger animals shed more in their feces.  

• How were the samples analysed? Were the 
fecal samples enriched prior to isolation of 
E. coli? On which plates where the samples 
plated and how many colonies were tested 
from each sample? 

• Why was not a method for STEC (ISO 
13136) used?  

• I do not understand how the colonies were 
tested as stx-PCR is listed in more than one 
section. In 2.1 it is stated that E. coli 
isolates were tested for eae, stx1 and stx2 
by PCR. In 2.2 it is stated that all isolates 
testing positive for eae, were further tested 
for stx1 and stx2. What is the difference 
between 2.1 and 2.2? Since you are looking 
for STEC would it not be more logical to 
test all the isolates for stx1 and 2 first and 
then further test for the presence of eae? 
Unless you have a stx-gene present, you do 
not have an STEC whether or not it is of an 
STEC associated serogroup with an eae 
gene.  
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• In the results and discussion, last 
paragraph, testing for verocytotoxicity was 
mentioned. I do not understand if the 
authors have done this in the presented 
study or if they are referring to a paper. 
Please make this clear and if it is carried 
out here, put it in the M&M.  

• The results and discussion should be 
revised. Please put the results in a table 
and enumerate the tables.  

• Figure 2 should be deleted as it does not 
give any new information and the gel is of a 
rather poor quality.  

• What does it mean that the E. coli isolates 
were sulphur negative?  

• In the same paragraph it is referred to 
figure 1 for results of stx1 and 2 genes, but 
figure 1 is a map. Please correct.  

• In the results and discussion, it is often 
referred to stx toxins, f.ex: “three farms 
were positive for both toxins”. I assume 
that this means toxin genes? Please revise 
the section with respect to this.  

• The sentence “…. implying that new STEC 
serotypes might be present in Trinidad”. 
First it should be serogroups, and also 
there has been described numerous 
serogroups with stx-genes, but one cannot 
test them all, so to imply “new STEC 
serogroups” might be too strong. Also, if 
the authors had used another method the 
results might have been different. By 
testing random E. coli isolates, it is 
expected that many will not be found and 
therefore the method and the number of 
isolates tested are very important. It would 
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have been interesting to have had the 
results the other way round, by starting to 
screen an enrichment broth and then going 
for isolation.  
 

I think that the work is interesting and gives 
information from a part of the world from where 
such information is scarce. However, there are 
issues with the materials and methods that needs 
clarifying. 
 

Minor  REVISION comments 
 

Please put the primer sequences used either in a Table 
or only as a reference, not as it is now in the text. 
Please have a look at the structure of the introduction. 
In the beginning, you are discussing diarrheal 
diseases, and suddenly the text jumps to E. coli as a 
part of the microbiota. Please insert a shift or 
paragraph or something.  

 

Optional/General  comments   
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