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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
Be consistent with the significant figures. 
 
What are the sources of the disinfectants and the standard drugs used? 
 
What about the micrograph of C. akabanensis? 
 
Indicate what statistical approach was used in reporting the result: mean ± sd or 
SEM? 
 
The author should also include what replicate the reported for the data below each 
table where necessary. 
 
There limited information on the AEO compared to AVA and that of EVA and EEO in 
the methods.  
What is the ration for reporting the way the concentrations were reported say 
200(200), 200(400) 100(200) etc? And then make it lucid in the abstract section. 
 
In the discussion report of the variation and comparison for MIC and MFC were not 
seen. 
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