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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

e The methodology is good to publish but not so sufficient to evaluate identify
aminoglycoside resistance among Klebsiella pneumoniae strains isolated from
cases of urinary tract infections in pediatrics and to evaluate the presence of 16S
rRNA methylase genes including armA and rmtB genes in the isolated strains.

¢ Methodology is good to publish. But part of detection virulence factors contains two
virulence factors assays. More virulence factors assays can be added.

Results of virulence factors can be added as Figures or Tables.
Tittle of manuscript can be changed. But it is not bad at all.

e Data of this paper is present (molecular study and phenotypic tests). First part of

study can be improved.

Minor REVISION comments

e The manuscript language does not look like so bad at all, but it could be even
better. The whole manuscript should be copyedited. English editing should be
done.

e Showing references is so bad in manuscript. (etc. Munkhdelger et al, 2017)
(20,19)) They should be changed.

Optional/General comments

e The manuscript reports interesting and insightful work. However, there are number
of grammatical and editing errors.

e Based on its scientific merit, | can most kindly recommend your paper to be
published after improvements.
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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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