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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 
 

 
 
This is a subject that is linked to the hygienic quality of two categories of bush meats, an 
important subject that could affect the public health.  
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
The revision has been carried out with corrections marked in red (here attached the 
manuscript). 
The remarks are as follows: 
-The manuscript is clear, well structured, and methodical. Technically, the authors must 
mention the culture media used for the isolation of Staphylococcus, Pseudomonas, and 
Pseudomonas species. 
- According to the manuscript, the authors reported the analysis of 12 samples for each 
product, but the results have been expressed as an average, and so we cannot refer to the 
regulations, nor know the number or percentage of too contaminated samples of those less 
contaminated (Table 1 and Table 2), is not it? 
- For this, on what regulatory basis, the authors judged the hygienic quality of analyzed 
products? 
- it is better to insert the statistical analysis results in table 1. 
-Two propositions are given in the text (marked in red and between two brackets) of the 
manuscript must be justified. 
- Author guidelines requirements (references) were followed 
Good luck 
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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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