EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	I have reviewed the material relating to this submission. Although the authors have addressed most of the reviewer's comments, the revised version of the submission remain to suffer from several shortcomings:

(1) Antibiotic susceptibility testing was done using the disc diffusion method but the results are reported as figures. They need to be presented as actual zone size in a table form. (2) The figure legends are too brief and non-descriptive.

(3) The references are not arranged properly in alphabetical order

(4) Bacterial names in some of the references are not in italic font

(5) Figure 3.4 does not reflect the actual data. The data is very close for both genders, 51 vs 49, but the bar sizes are very different.
	1) Antibiotic susceptibility testing was done using the disc diffusion method but the results are reported as figures. Actual zone size was measured during the analysis but presented as figures as it is widely understandable and acceptable.
(3). Corrected-The references are arranged properly in alphabetical order
(4). Corrected- All Bacterial names in the references are in italic font
(5) changed the figure accordingly
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