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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 
 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Comment on abstract, title, références 

 Somehow the aim of manuscript is clear, and the study findings are clear 

 The title is informative 

 Abstract should not contain anything about materials and methods 

 The references are relevant to the topic of the manuscript, and I think the author able to find modern 

references instead of the old once. References were listed and put in inappropriate manner.  
 
Introduction 

 The introduction is clear and covered the topic of the study 

 Some phrases need reference 

 More clarification (You should provide a factual background, clearly defined problem, proposed 

solution) 

 
## Comment on methodology 

 I think the methods section is reorganized, it was conducted in good way, methods of the study are 

reliable, Somehow, there is few missing details need to be complete. 

 Statistical analysis was not used? 
 
## Comments on data and results 

 The researcher presented the data in an appropriate way, tables and figures are relevant and clearly 

presented, appropriate unites. Titles, columns, and rows labelled correctly and clearly.  

 I wonder, why there are no control growth group (Free of PPB) for all the foodborne bacteria to 

compare it with the inhibited ones counts. 
## Comments on discussion and conclusions 

I think the result needs to be discussed in good manner and more explanation for the obtained results, and the 
conclusion needs more attention. 

All the necessary corrections were done as indicated 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
All the necessary corrections were done as indicated 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
All the necessary corrections were done as indicated 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 

 
 
 

 


