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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

v" Must be attention to the search language (weak).

v' Paraphrasing the abstract ( Aim, Methodology and Results ) in a
scientific manner should include attention to some important results
as well as the basic equipment used.

v' The literature review must be added to the introduction.

v' Focus on the purpose or aims of the research at the end of the
introduction.

In part (MATERIALS AND METHODS)

Oln part (2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5), It is not enough to mention previous research in this
section, the author must add pictures of microscopic examination and details about
his work.

In part Study area, Media Used and Sample Description: the better, it is combined to
form (materials)

The materials used and source are mentioned.

In general, it is preferable to add a schematic diagram showing the stages of the
practical.

In part (RESULTS) become (RESULTS and DISCUSSION)

Where are the microscopy pictures?

In Table 2: (Growth of colonies per time) how this was observed

In part (4. DISCUSSION) :

It is preferable in this part not to separate

The explanation is combined with the results.

In part (REFERENCES)

The references Preferably for the last five years

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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