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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 general manuscript is providing relevant information. Manuscript is written 
understandable way, however some corrections are needed. 
 

1. The introduction section did not provide the necessary background information. It 
should be added some points (especially antibiotic resistance of E. coli strains).   

2. Manuscript title is not found to be compatible with the content. It should be.  
3. The aim of the manuscript is not fully expressed. 
4. Are references strains used in this study? It should be given.  
5. Molecular identification of E. coli strains is not fully expressed in abstract, material 

and method, result and discussion section.  It should be given some detail 
6. It should be given details in 2.2.Isolation and Identification of E. coli.   The 

authors say that biochemical description was made. (see 3.1.). However, there are 
no expressions about biochemical tests in 2.2. Which tests were made? Did 
molecular identification of strains make?  

7. The results of analysis are not enough.  
 

1- The title was changed to “Isolation, incidence and molecular 

characterization of drug-resistant Escherichia coli of goat milk”. 

2- The introduction section did not provide the necessary background 

information. It should be added some points (especially antibiotic 

resistance of E. coli strains).   

The last two paragraphs in introduction section are about antibiotic 

resistance. There is not much information about antibiotic resistance 

of E. coli strains isolated from goat milk. 

3- The aim of the work was modified to: this project was proposed to 

investigate the incidence of drug-resistant E. coli in raw goat milk and 

study the genes responsible for the resistance.  

4- there are no expressions about biochemical tests in 2.2, The isolates 

were characterized as described according to Bergey’s Manual of 

Systematic Bacteriology (Table 2). 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
- 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
In general manuscript is providing relevant information. Manuscript is written 
understandable way, however some corrections are needed. 
 

1. The introduction section did not provide the necessary background information. It 
should be added some points (especially antibiotic resistance of E. coli strains).   

2. Manuscript title is not found to be compatible with the content. It should be.  
3. The aim of the manuscript is not fully expressed. 
4. Are references strains used in this study? It should be given.  
5. Molecular identification of E. coli strains is not fully expressed in abstract, material 

and method, result and discussion section.  It should be given some detail 
6. It should be given details in 2.2.Isolation and Identification of E. coli.   The 

authors say that biochemical description was made. (see 3.1.). However, there are 
no expressions about biochemical tests in 2.2. Which tests were made? Did 
molecular identification of strains make?  

7. The results of analysis are not enough.  
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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) 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 


