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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 
 

 
In this manuscript, the authors assessed the microbial quality and safety of fermented 
camel milk called Suusac. The paper is apparent, concise and well written. The introduction 
provides useful information for the readers. The methods are appropriate. The results are 
clear and compelling. The manuscript should be of interest to the readers of Asian Food 
Science Journal. The authors correctly cited literature with similar findings to theirs. 
Specific comments follow.  
 

 Change the title for Table 1 on: Bacterial contamination and pH of Suusac milk 
samples from different regions in North Eastern Kenya. 

 Present the percentage of samples contaminated by pathogens on the graph. 
 Inappropriate reference citations ignoring the journal’s format.  
 Journal names abbreviated (NCBI databases).  
 List the first six authors followed by et al. 

 Table title changed 
 Samples contaminated are presented in a graph 
 Citations done according to the journal format 
 Journals abbreviated as advised 
 Authors listed up to the sixth , then et al used 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 

 

 
PART  2:  
 

 
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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
 

 
 
 

 


