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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 
 

• Which DNA extraction method was carried 
out? 

2.3 – DNA isolation is done by phenol chloroform 
method 
2.4 – DNA is isolated by boiling centrifugation method 

• Ethidium bromide was added to TAE running 
buffer – Rewrite 2.4. 

• Include the role and importance of Int CS in 
introduction 

• Gel picture showing Int CS is not included. 

• How many isolates were selected for Int CS 
and on what basis? 

• Which DNA (bp) marker was used for Int CS? 

• Discuss about the strains that had both Int 1 
and 2 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

• Specify Int CS gene size in table 1 

• Procedure, results and discussion with respect to 
Int CS are insufficient. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

• Please rewrite the manuscript. 

• Very minimal work yet not presented clearly. 

• Introduction, discussion should cover all the 
parameters or objectives of the study. 
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