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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

Line 86: Kindly explain the rationale for obtaining 150 faecal samples and 110

blood samples since your calculated sample size using the stated formula

was 78.

Kindly answer the following questions regarding Fig 1:

1. You mean S. Typhimurium, S. Enteritidis and S. Weltevreden have the
same base pairs?

2. You claimed to identify 34 Salmonellae isolates but here the result
showed only six isolates. Where are the rest?

3. Theresultis similar to the one published in
https://tdtmvjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s40794-016-0045-
6 . Do you have any explanation to that?

Line 205: Here, the author(s) claimed in the first sentence that “resistance

was identified in all the isolate.” Subsequently however, author(s) reported

that “the isolates were mostly susceptible.” How do justify these

contradictions?

iv. Theresult in Table 1 (Line 211) is not properly presented. The result should
indicate the antibiotics tested and the number of resistant isolates.
Plagiarism issue:

YES. Plagiarism suspected.
https://tdtmvjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s40794-016-0045-6

Minor REVISION comments i. The abstract should not be more than 300 words. Also the abstract should follow
the format: Aims; Study design; Place and duration; Methodology; Results;
Conclusion.

ii. Throughout the manuscript, citations should come before the ‘Full Stop’ mark.

iii. Correct the sentence beginning in line 62.

iv. Line 74: The heading should read “Sample Collection”

v. lIrregular font size/style. Compare lines 118-129, 113-163, 174-183 etc. with the rest
of the text.

vi. Line 153: Correct the spelling of Escherichia coli.

vii. Correct the sentence beginning in line 273.
viii. Line 350: Delete one “25".

Optional/General comments

Author(s) did not strictly follow guidelines in text formatting.
Authenticity of the work is in doubt. A link with similar content is provided.

As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper.

Kindly see the following link:
http://sciencedomain.org/archives/20
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