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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 
 

 
I have gone through the manuscript entitled “Influence of Cropping Practices on the 

Persistence and Vertical Migration of E. coli in Hydromorph Soil in Dschang West 

Cameroon”. I can see that the manuscript carries merit to be published in your reputed journal 

but after major corrections mentioned below and annotated in the manuscript as well.   

1. The authors need to improve the language throughout the manuscript as there are several 

grammatical and spelling mistakes. 

2. The introduction part of the manuscript is too short and there is a lack of recent citations in this 

part as there is huge literature available on this topic. I have made annotated changes on MS, 

which authors need to look into.  

3. In material and methods portion, there is lack of statistical design approach that was used 

during the study. 

3. In results, Figures and table need improvement as suggested in MS. 

4. In discussion part, the Authors need to support their findings with the latest information and 

there is a need to replace old references/citations with the latest ones as there are too old 

references/citations used by the authors overall in manuscript. 

Thanks for writing. 
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