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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 

 

Some of my comments are done on the attached 

manuscript. In addition to the following :- 

 

-----The results section should be arranged again. 

Lack of SYNTAX is very often. You may be able to 

construct less numbers of tables. 

 

---DISCUSSION section. Please rewrite it again, 

concentrate on your results, and compare it with 

others. 

A microbiologist person could be of help.   

------Conclusion section: Be specific and concentrate 

on your results. Do not go away ………….  

Corrections highlighted in the attached 

manuscript have been effected. 

 
Attempts have been made to correct syntax 
errors in the manuscript. 
 
 
Conclusion has been streamlined to be in 
tandem with the results obtained. 

Minor REVISION comments   

Optional/General comments 

 

This work is not bad. But It needs major rearrangements 

and corrections. Some attention to SYNTAX. 

 

 


