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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

Introduction: The introduction is well written. It captures the main objective of the
research in the last paragraph of the introduction.

Materials and Methods: The bean image (Fig.1) provided is very bad. It needs to be
replaced. A clear picture with distinct features will be appropriate. Reconcile the 100
DNA bacteria extraction with A total number of 101 bacterial strains were isolated from
fermented Phaseolus lunatus flour. All 101 isolates were rods, Gram-positive and catalase
positive.

Table 2 should include a column of all the 100/101 bacteria isolates and a column for
the corresponding Bacillus species identified.

Results and discussion: Good. However, the authors did not indicate the submission
of 16s rRNA sequence results in a public database.

33 isolates for Bacillus cereus and 64 isolates for other Bacillus species is not equal to
100/101. Reconcile or explain the shortfall.

Comment: Materials and Methods: The bean image (Fig.1) provided is
very bad.
Response: a new bean image was provided

Comment: Reconcile the 100 DNA bacteria extraction with.....
Response: Correction was done

Comment: Results and discussion: Good. However, the authors did not
indicate the submission of 16s rRNA sequence results in a public
database.

Response: 16s rRNA sequence results were submitted in a public
database but results were not provided

Comment: 33 isolates for Bacillus cereus and 64 isolates for other Bacillus
species is not equal to 100/101
Response: Correction was done.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

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?
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