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his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

In general manuscript is providing relevant information. Manuscript is written 
understandable way, however some corrections are needed. 
 
SPECIFIC COMMENTS  
 
ABSTRACT  
Line 19-21: Which antibiotics were used in this study? It should be given in Abstract 
section.  
Line 30: “E” should be “Escherichia”.  
 
INTRODUCTION 
The introduction provided the necessary background information 
 
MATERIAL AND METHODS 
The research methodology for the study was appropriate and applied properly. 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Line 250 : Table 3 should be revised. It should be given like R (resistance), I (Intermediate) 
and S ( Suspectible).   

The discussion about the antibiotic resistance part was not necessary. Antibiotic resistance 
at species level should be discussed. 
 
  REFERENCES 

References were complete and appropriate. 
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The introduction provided the necessary background information 
 
MATERIAL AND METHODS 
The research methodology for the study was appropriate and applied properly. 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Line 250 : Table 3 should be revised. It should be given like R (resistance), I (Intermediate) 
and S ( Suspectible).   

The discussion about the antibiotic resistance part was not necessary. Antibiotic resistance 
at species level should be discussed. 
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Line 19-21: Which antibiotics were used in this study? It should be given in Abstract 
section.  
Line 30: “E” should be “Escherichia”.  
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The introduction provided the necessary background information 
 
MATERIAL AND METHODS 
The research methodology for the study was appropriate and applied properly. 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Line 250 : Table 3 should be revised. It should be given like R (resistance), I (Intermediate) 
and S ( Suspectible).   

The discussion about the antibiotic resistance part was not necessary. Antibiotic resistance 
at species level should be discussed. 
 
  REFERENCES 
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