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the manuscript and highlight that part in the 
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Kindly follow the format of journal.  
Paste images of antimicrobial activity that you had performed. 
Check the grammar and spacing error.  
Change the wordings where u mentioned about phytochemical 
study. It is actually preliminary analysis so kindly mentioned this.  
Conclusion is too small and inappropriate.  
The presentation of your major work is about anti-bacterial 
activity so try to focus on these results.  
Incomplete discussions as the results were not compared with 
previous work.  
Kindly rewrite and more focus on biological activity.  
 

The journal format for referencing have been used. 
 
All grammatical and spacing errors have been 
corrected 
Preliminary has been included in the result section. 
The work is about both antibacterial and antifungal 
activities of the plant extracts. However, the plant 
extracts showed more antibacterial activities than 
antifungal. 
The results were compared with eight (8) previously 
published reports of other investigators as shown in 
the references cited in the results and discussions 
segment. 
Thanks  
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