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The Editorial board must ensure that the OJB publishes only papers which are scientifically sound. To achieve this objective, the referees are requested to assist the Editors by making an assessment of a paper submitted for publication by: 

(a) Writing a report as described in GENERAL STATEMENTS (Below), 
(b} Check the boxes shown below under 1. and  2. 

     ( YES or NO) [N.B.A "NO" assessment must be supported by specific comment in the report. 
(c)  Make a recommendation under 3. 

The Editor-in-Chief would appreciate hearing from any referee who feels that he/she will be unable to review a manuscript within four weeks. 

1.  CRITERIA FOR JUDGEMENT (Mark "Yes" or "No"). 

          

            General statements

           

What is this work about? An In silico method  to identify proteins in Streptococcus pyogenes strain M1, a Gram-positive bacterium, which could be used for drug design etc.
            Does it add any value to current knowledge? NC

            Is it innovative? NC

Yes/No answers.

Is the work scientifically sound?  Y
Is the work an original contribution? NC
Are the conclusions justified on the evidence presented? NC
Is the work free of major errors in fact, logic or technique? Y
Is the paper clearly and concisely written?Y
Do you consider that the data provided on the care and use of animals (See Instructions to Contributors) is sufficient to establish that the animals used in the experiments were well looked after, that care was taken to avoid distress, and that there was no unethical use of animals? 

2.  PRESENTATION (Mark "Yes" or "No"). 
  

Does the title clearly indicate the content of the paper?  NO (see below)
Does the abstract convey the essence of the article? Y
Are all the tables essential? Y
Are the figures and drawings of good quality? NO see figure 1 needs to be realigned completely
Are the illustrations necessary for an understanding of the text?  Y
Is the labelling adequate? Y


3. RECOMMENDATIONS(Mark one with an X) 
  

Not suitable for publication in the OJB
Reassess after major changes 
Reassess after suggested changes X
Accept for publication with minor changes 
Accept for publication without changes


4. REPORT   One of many In silico studies again, but at least this one is well written and the methodology is clear and logical. There is a major problem with Figure 1 which is essential for the paper and needs to be completely realigned. Any work which intends to provide a solution to S pyogenes infections could be of value. However,  I think this journal will have to insist that unless there is some sort of major novel methodology etc, all In Silico methods in future be backed up by in vivo/in vitro confirmatory work in the future to at least confirm the method (which could only be published after the in vivo work is actually done). In this case it would be test compound based on the findings herein presented. The Abstract and Introduction are well written, referenced and results are presented concisely. Materials and Methods: Figure 1 which outlines the method is a complete mess, please ask authors to re-align. The description of the method is adequate and replicable. Authors should explain why Redundancy removal from S. pyogenes at 60% is adequate. The results and findings justify the conclusions. Reassess after corrections suggested by reviewer. NT






















































