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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

1. The authors should compare his/her findings
with other published works.

2. Add a statistical analysis to your work

3. The author should separate the result and
discuss in detail his finding

4. The author should recast his/her introduction to
alien with the topic

5. Whatis the significance of your findings to
clinicians

1. Some changes have been made to add references to
other published works.

2. Statistical analysis has been added
appropriately.

3. Introduction of the paper has been modified as
per reviewers suggestions.

4. Thiswork would probably be helpful in
understanding immune response to opportunistic
pathogens in immunocompromised individuals
since such individuals are prone to be sensitive to
otherwise opportunistic bacteria

Minor REVISION comments

1. The author should check all the organisms and
space them.
2. Punctuation marks should not be over looked

1. Appropriate changes have been made.

Optional /General comments

The concept of this research is clear but the author is not
paying good attention to it.

If any ethical issue, please clarify

The manuscript has been revised appropriately.
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