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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

Too many typographical errors throughout the manuscript.
Sections 2.2 & 2.3: Very difficult to understand. Please re-write
these sections.

The author(s) used the word enzymes instead of enzyme in the
discussion.

Line 242: Please explain what is meant by “positive influence.”

The author(s) left me wondering if the purpose of this study
was to agree or disagree with what is already known. It is

difficult to understand what is new in this study. Originality of

the study is questionable from the discussion. Please rework
the results and discussion to bring out clearly what is new
about the study.

No consistency in the writing of the references cited.

All typographical errors were carefully attended
to.

The results now have a better look.

References cited have been adjusted to
conform to the reviewer’'s comment.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments

ethical issues -:
The term “appropriate ethics committee” is not enough. Please
provide the name of the committee that approved the protocol.
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