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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 abstract needs to be review by the authors 

because it is marred with technical, 
grammatical and punctuation error.  Similarly, 
the abstract methodology section needs to be 
re-written. The authors should describe the 
extraction process of the plants before given 
the methodology for antimicrobial study. The 
conclusion section also needs to be re-written. 

• The introduction is marred with technical, 
grammatical and punctuation error. It is not 
informative enough and not well structured.  

• This statement in the introduction section need 
to be reversed and appropriate references 
provided. “Ethnic people are healthy and 
have less morbidity and higher life 
expectancy. They consume almost all of the 
plant and animal foods, especially those 
consumed by birds and monkey; thus they 
naturally screen edible and poisonous 
foods”. 

• The authors should include brief information of 
the plants in the introduction section and the 
objectives of study well spelt out. 

• The voucher number for each identified plant 
materials should be included in the manuscript. 

• The details for the plants (Table 1) are 
inappropriate in the methodology section it 
should be in introduction section. 

• The authors should carried out minimum 
inhibition concentration (MIC) and minimum 

• All the recommended parts were rewritten. 
 
 
 
 
 

 

• Introduction was rewritten 
 
 
 

 

• That portion was omitted due to the lack of 
reference. 
 

 
 

• Table-1 contains brief information about the 
plants and objective of the study was 
rewritten. 

• As the plants are ethnic vegetables, they 
are collected with the help of indigenous 
people and identified by a taxonomist at the 
University of Dhaka. No voucher specimen 
has been submitted to the herbarium and 
thus no voucher number could be obtained. 

• Table 1 was placed in introduction. 

• As the sample in not available now, MIC 
and MBC could not be determined. 
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bactericidal concentration (MBC) assay for the 
plant to established their antibacterial potential. 

• The preparation of the crude extract is not 
informative. The authors should described how 
fresh extract was prepared (what solvent was 
used for its extraction?). 

• The methodology need to be re-written. 

• The authors should provide appropriate 
reference for the antimicrobial studies. 

• The result and discussion section is not 
informative and is marred with with technical, 
grammatical and punctuation error. Thus, 
needs to be re-written. 

• The conclusion is not appropriate and 
suggestion for further studies should be 
included. 

 

• Extraction part was edited. For the fresh 
extract, extraction was done without using 
solvent. Water content in fresh plant has 
served the role of solvent. 

• Changes has been made in methodology. 

• Reference was added. 

• Rewritten as suggested. 

• Conclusion was rewritten. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

• The authors should check spelling , technical , 
and grammatical errors. 

• The manuscript required overall editing. 

Checked and edited. 

Optional/General comments 
 

The manuscript is marred with technical, grammatical 
and punctuation error. The authors need to carry out 
MIC and MBC assay of the plant extracts to 
substantiate their antibacterial potential.   

• As the sample in not available now, 
MIC and MBC could not be 
determined. 

 
 
 
 


