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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 51- include comparative table (Size-volume-capacity)
Conventional vs. Improvised Incubator (first three
lines in table n. 3)
119- correct comma “.is”
146- replace the word “time ” with “energy”

Minor REVISION comments The authors made a comparison between the measuredtemperatures in incubators (conventional andimprovised) and calibrated thermometer? If yes put inaccordance in the two cases.It would be useful to have experimental errors of timeand temperature.
Optional/General comments The authors' intentions are well intended for this paper.Since there are different models of BOD incubator, evensmaller than the one tested (conventional), it would havebeen interesting to have also the comparison with thesmallest model in commerce.
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