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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 
 

 
1. Abstract: Mention the proper methodology in brief, it looks like sequencing was 

done directly using the sample. Mention fungal culture, identification. PCR and 
sequencing then phylogenetic tree. 

2. Methodology: Heading “Culture of sample” but you have not mention fungal 
culture, straight away “subjected to molecular typing” has been written. You need 
to write the methodology step by step. Sampling, Fungal culture, PCR then 
sequencing. 

3.  Methodology: Primers used in the PCR has not been mentioned in the PCR 
protocol 

4. Results: It can be written in a systematic way, first write down the total number of 
culture positive sample along with the details (with the help of a table- specify the 
site of sampling, details of the study subject, type of fungi isolated). Then write the 
results for PCR and then sequencing and phylogenetic tree of the 12 fungal 
isolates 

5. Discussion: While comparing results with other authors’ findings use scientific 
writing method. Example: This agrees with the work of (13)” is scientifically wrong. 
This type of writing style in the discussion needs to be modified. 

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
6. Abstract and methodology: Age range of the study participants has to be 

corrected: 1 to 60 years cannot be the age range because minimum age of the 
students or pupils or children included in the study cannot be 1 year old 

7. Methodology: Study design has not been mentioned, instead sampling type has 
been written. Study design has to be written as cross-sectional study. 

 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Introduction could be shorten while discussion could have been written more elaborately 
with more references 
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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) 
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