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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 °

Line 20...write which method?

Line 23 typhii

Line 27.... Explain how could you suggest
and you have no prove of the antibacterial
substances ?

The introduction should have more
scientific depth rather than well known
phrases and should be updated.

Materials and methods:

Line 89...mention equation reference.
Line 95 morphological examination and

biochemical characterization....this
phenotypic characterization cannot
guarantee the identification up to the
genus level.

Results and discussion

Lines 212-217..there
references

Lines 222 - 223 a microscopic examination
does not determine the catalase activity.
Line  218-221...discussing  catabolite
repression is irrelevant since no metabolic
pathway is investigated.

1S no supportive

Minor REVISION comments
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Optional /General comments Generally, the manuscript has no scientific depth to
warrant publication and needs a careful attention to:
1-Postulate the hypothesis.

2-Careful drafting to introduction.

3- The author needs to intensify discussion around the
inhibitory substances using many supportive and up-to-
date references.

4-HPLC analyses should be done to compare and
quantify ingredients.

5- Many grammatical errors and typos were found.
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