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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 
 

 
 
 
 
The manuscript is quite interesting and has some sense of novelty. The authors should 

react to the following comments and suggestions: 
1. Check for typographical and grammatical errors in the abstract and the body of the 

work. 
2. Key words not properly written. Use key words and not statements/Highlights. 
3. Abstract should conform to the standard format (Introduction, Body and 

Conclusion/Recommendation). 
4. Table 1 should come within the work but not in the intro. Section. 
5. Citations/References should be written following Journal’s guidelines. 
6. Avoid unnecessary capitalizations and unnecessary statements should be 

expunged from the work. 
7. Immunological techniques should come first before Nucleic acid-based test. 
8. Introduce all abbreviations in your work before using the acronyms. 
9. State future prospects of the study and limitations of the tests. 
10. Please strictly adhere to the Journal style for presenting Review papers. 
11. References should be arranged based on Journal guidelines. 

 
 
 

1. Checked and corrected. 
2. Corrected and highlighted in yellow (line 24-25). 
3. Noted and followed accordingly (line 20-250), highlighted in yellow. 
4.  The table was used to orderly list the members of Mycobacterium 

tuberculosis and M. avium complex to avoid ponderosity. Introducing this 
organism and mentioning it family members is the core part of the 
introduction, thus may not make more sense else way. 

5. Author’s guidelines strictly followed. 
6. Noted and corrected. 
7. Noted and corrected (line 98-200). 
8. All abbreviations are introduced before used. 
9. The future prospectus of the study is stated in line 23-25. The limitations of 

the different techniques are shown in table 2. 
10. Yes 
11. Noted and corrected accordingly. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
 

 
No. 

As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 
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