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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 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 
 

 
 
The introduction lacks in-depth and qualitative literature review 
Line 37 -  no information on how the plants were identified and where 
Line 42 – No information on quantity of powder plants used, grade of 
methanol and yield of extracts 
Line  - How were the organisms standardized 
Line 52 – Can a Petri dish contain 100 ml? 
 
 
 
 

1. The introduction and literature review were improved as 
suggested.  

2. The quantity of plant material and solvent used were captured 
as suggested. 

3. The strategy employed for the standardization of organisms 
was included . 

 
4. No, it has been corrected. 

Minor REVISION comments 
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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) 
 
 

 
 

 


