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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

1. Rephrase the last two sentences of the third paragraph of introduction. 
2. Use resistant for resistance in the first line of fourth paragraph of introduction. 
3. It should be 'Food and Industrial Microbiology Laboratory' instead of 'Food and 

Laboratory' used in the last line of first paragraph of materials and methods. 
4. Rephrase the last sentence of section 2.3. 
5. Use was for is in the fifth and eighth line of the fourth paragraph of results. 
6. Remove comma and respectively from the second last line of first paragraph of 

discussion. 
7. Italicize S used for Staphylococcus in the second paragraph of discussion. 
8. Use was for is in the third line of fourth paragraph of discussion. 
9. Salmonella Typhi is a serotype and should not be italicized, manage it in the fifth 

paragraph of discussion. 
10. Use were for are in the ninth line of fifth paragraph of discussion. 
11. In the fourth line of sixth paragraph of discussion, it should be 'faeco-oral'. 

 
 
 
 

Corrections have been made in the manuscript 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Corrected 

Optional/General comments 
 

1. Bacterial will be more appropriate than bacteria in the start of abstract. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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

 
 
 

  
 
 


