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PART  1: Review Comments 

 

 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 

 

Here as per my understanding authors have tried to 

screen microflora in different tissues of Brycinus 

longipinnis by 16srRNA amplification and sequencing and 

antibiotic resistance. Work seems to be a good basic 

study but poorly represented. 

 

Introduction is completely irrelevant to the content and 

need to be written based on the content of experiment. 

Material n Methods: as per my understanding 

morphometry and water quality parameters are not 

directly related to the essence of research and are 

unnecessary additions and can be removed. 

Author should focus on the content of experiment as per 

given in abstract. 

 

Results are not discussed properly.  

Table no three is making no meaning. % of similarity 

comparison with what?  

Description of results based on BLAST analysis needs to 

be rewritten. 

 

There are major grammatical revisions needed.  

Noted and the discussions has been rewritten. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

There are many grammatical mistakes that needs to be 

corrected. 

Corrected 

Optional/General comments 

 

The work is good and have publication potential but after 

revision. 

 

 


