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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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 Review English and formatation; 
 Second paragraph, in introduction, should be the first; 
 The definition of medicinal plant did not go well (find out more about the concept 

and reformulate); 
 Value the traditional use of medicinal plants more, bringing data of the percentage 

of people who use these plants to cure their ills, information on medicines 
developed from natural products, etc. That way, you will be better able to justify the 
reason for your work; 

 It is also important to talk about the problem of bacterial resistance: why is it 
important to find new antimicrobials?; 

 For me the justification of his work is clear because I work in that environment. But 
you must be convincing, bring data, better contextualize the issue, show the 
differential of your work in relation to others. Is it important to be clear why making 
an antimicrobial? Why use medicinal plants as sources of new medicines? Why 
this particular plant?; 

 Why did you choose to make a watery extract? Is there any data in the literature? 
Or is it better to simulate popular usage? Have preliminary tests been done to 
determine the solvent? Usually the ethanolic extract is better; 

 Make a table on methods describing succinctly how each class of metabolites was 
evaluated; 

 In the results and discussion, you described the activities of each class of 
compounds. I do not find these data relevant unless they are related to 
antimicrobial activity. In that way, try to direct your discussion to the compounds 
that may be related to the activity; 

 Has statistical analysis been done? If not, it should be done. You can not rely on 
results that have not been evaluated statistically; 

 The discussion of antimicrobial activity is superficial and the conclusion very 
extensive. Reformulate both! 

 

 Okay 
 Noted, done 
 Noted 

 
 

 Okay  
 
 
 

 Okay  
 

 Okay  
 
 
 
 
 

 Yes, ethanolic extract is better but working with the aqueous extracts 
is less expensive and more environmentally friendly than the use of 
other extraction solvents.  
 

 Okay 
 

 Okay noted 
 

 
 
 

 No  
 

 Okay  
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