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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

Abstract section does not have any review of the importance of the study, of the
area, it only lists some results, it must be rewritten with better writing and include
the predominant aspects of an abstract as the objective of the study.

The introduction section lacks a rigorous literature review, there are only three
reference sources

The authors don’t explain why was calculated pooled mean and why this data its
important

Table 2 is not explained at all, there is no information on the meaning of the number
in parentheses, it is the authors' obligation to detail the information provided to the
reader, the titles of tables and graphs must describe the information presented, it is
not enough to just put a title

The authors did not present information on how the DNA extractions of the isolates
were carried out; if it was an external service, it is necessary to include the minimum
technical information. There is no information on the program used to perform the
phylogeny analyses and the graph shown does not have an outgroup

Minor REVISION comments

The materials and methods section do not include the year in which the sampling
was carried out, there are quite a few writing and spelling errors.

Optional/General comments

The quality of the photographs is not good, their titles do not contain more
information
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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