EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

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

	1.The above article, revised according to the reviewer comments. Still need to get ethical approval to conduct the study in dogs, scientifically the article is not well documented.
	 The samples were collected with the permission of owner and there is no any invasive procedure and routine clinical sample also utilized for the study and there is no need of ethical approval for routine clinical sample collection particularly faecal sample 

	2. Number of samples collected, other possible pathogens and their insignificance, and reason for rejection of other organisms, are not established. 
	The study only concentrated the beneficial bacterial isolates from health dogs and the antibacterial effect studied with E.coli and Klebsiella further study continued with other pathogens in future 

	3.Only human pathogens alone identified, what about veterinary associated pathogens?.
	This study only for beneficial bacterial isolates not pathogenic one 

	4. Need to improve the document for grammatical errors, sentence formation, and scientific method of presentation. Hence the article can be accepted only after carrying out all the required corrections
	Corrected and improved 
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