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	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.


	This is a good study highlighting:
1. Biofilm forming capability of enterococci
2. Molecular characterization of enterococci
3. Resistance pattern of enterococci
To guide for further treatment modality and preventive measures to be followed to prevent CAUTI
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, the alternative title can be

“Molecular Characterization of Biofilm Forming Enterococcus Species Isolated From Patients with Catheter Associated Urinary Tract Infection.”

	

	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.


	The abstract made unnecessarily lengthy. Needs to be shortened to highlight the important points from each section. Also needs to structured. About 50% of the abstract is on result summary. Conclusion is lacking.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	To some extent only, can be improved by modifying:

1. The introduction is lengthy, needs to be shortened to highlight relevant aspects only followed by justification to conduct this study
2. In methods section, no need to describe all details of all the procedures done including sample collection, inoculation, purification of isolates, Gram staining procedure, and Biochemical tests. Only names are sufficient.

3. Sample size is not statistically calculated.
4. In results the prevalence term is used in table 1 & 2 which is not justified.

5. Fosfomycin is mentioned in the AST results of Enterococcus faecium in table 3 but it is not reported in E.faecium as per CLSI guidelines.

6. Discussion needs to be rewritten again to include relevant things only and to justify results after comparing with other studies.

7. Please add images of DNA amplification ladder in results.
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	Yes, but
1. The references are not in Vancouver’s style

2. Blogging is not an appropriate source to cite in research (Reference 1)
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Needs improvement
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