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1. There are spelling mistakes,  

2. The PCR method is not detailed out in MATERIALS 

AND METHODS part.  

3, Include PCR results in results part. 

4. Please simply results part. 

 

1. The manuscript has been checked by a native 

English speaker for spelling, vocabulary, 

grammar and punctuation, and rephrasing. 

2. According to general guidelines for authors, 

already published methods should be mentioned 

with references. That’s what we made citing 

references #2 and #5. 

3. We are not in agreement with Reviewer since 

we think molecular results have been adequately 

cited in “Results” section. 

4. We think that “Results” section is adequate in 

length (compared to that of other Sections) and 

contents. Its simplification would affect reader’ 

understanding of the work. 
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