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		Synopsis

	[image: ] 1. If the article contains original data, does the synopsis adequately reflect the manuscript as a whole, with the most important aspects described (of the introduction, methods and key results, and a balanced conclusion)? If NO, what is required to improve the synopsis? Please use the box below.
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		Introduction

	[image: ] 2. Does the introduction provide the necessary background information for readers to understand the article? (e.g. does it describe the problem, current state of knowledge, etc.) If NO, what is required to improve it? Please use the box below

	Yes






 
		[image: ] 3. Is the research hypothesis and/or aims/objectives of the study clearly stated in the introduction? If NO, what is required to improve it? Please use the box below

	Yes






 
		[image: ] 4. Is there superfluous/unnecessary text in the introduction? (Only text that is required for readers to understand why the study has been done should be included). If YES, what text is superfluous and should be removed? Please use the box below

	Yes






 
		Considering the answers above and any other comments/advice you may have, please indicate what is required to improve the Introduction:

	Line 45 - should this read "reported levels of acquired resistance" given that intrinsic resistance is already mentioned in the sentence?
Line 50 - the definition of MDR used in the PPL should be outlined
Line 74 - disc diffusion testing is very well established, especially in the UK and the line about it being used increasingly is unnecessary and may be incorrect.






 
		Methods

	[image: ] 5. Were the methods used suitably robust and appropriate for the research question(s) and/or the aims/objectives of the study? If NO, the article should be rejected, but please advise the authors accordingly in the free-text box below and complete the review in full

	No






 
		[image: ] 6. Are the methods described in enough detail so the reader can understand what was done and interpret the results and conclusions appropriately?

	Yes






 
		[image: ] 7. Are the methods described in language that a reader who does not specialize in the area of the study/methods used will understand? For example, are the statistical approaches used described in language that non-statistician healthcare professionals will understand? If NO, please indicate what is required to improve the language in the methods section in the box below

	Yes

	Considering the above and any other comments/advice you may have, please indicate other aspects of the methods section that could be improved in the free-text box below)

	Were any of the resistant isolates evaluated by broth dilution of MIC gradient strip to confirm the disc testing result? This is important given the potential variability of disc susceptibility testing, especially for mucoid PSA strains.
Were duplicate isolates from the same patient permitted? If so then they should not be as they may make the results non-representative; if not then this should be stated.
Media used and manufacturer should be presented.
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	[image: ] 8. Given the methods used, are results described accurately, in enough detail and in an appropriate format to adequately inform the discussion section and the authors/readers conclusions? If NO, please indicate what is required to improve the results section in the box below
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		[image: ] 9. Based on what is described in the methods section, are data/results (that are likely to be available to the authors) missing from the current draft that you think should be presented to improve the manuscript?
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		[image: ] 10. Are Tables/Figures clear, required and do they add/complement the results text (they should not simply repeat what is in the text or vice versa)? If NO, please indicate what is required to improve the Tables/Figures in the box below
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	[image: ] 11. Are the discussion and any conclusion(s) reasonable given the stated hypothesis/aims/objectives and results? If NO, please indicate how to improve the discussion in the box below

	Yes






 
		[image: ] 12. Is there superfluous/unnecessary text in the discussion? (Only text that directly relates to the results and understanding thereof in the context of existing published literature and the limitations of the study should be included.) If YES, please indicate what should be removed to improve the discussion in the box below

	No






 
		[image: ] 13. Is the Limitations sub-section adequate and reflective of the actual limitations of the study? ? If NO, please indicate how to improve the Limitations section in the box below

	No

	Considering the above and any other comments/advice you may have, please indicate how to improve the discussion section:

	Note comments under "methods"
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	[image: ] 14. Is referencing throughout the manuscript satisfactory? (for instance are there statements for which you believe a supporting reference should be cited?) If NO, please indicate how to improve referencing in the box below
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		[image: ] 15. Is the language used (i.e. spelling, grammar, etc.) of high enough quality to be published as is? If NO, please indicate how to improve the language within the article in the box below
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		[image: ] 16. Are ethics/other approvals appropriate/adequate and satisfactorily described? ? If NO, please indicate how to improve this in the box below
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		Considering the above and any other comments/advice you may have, please advise the authors how to improve these aspects of the article.
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