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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 author wrote about the potential effect of rotenone, a botanic pesticide, in different 
neural cell line, rat PC12 cell, human NB1 cell and rat embryonic neural stem cells. The 
result showed the neurotoxicity effect, migration and proliferation inhibit and apoptosis 
extimulation. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
The article is well written and discussed but there are some points to be corrected. In 
vitro words are not in italics. In line 66 the number 2 of the CO2 is not subscribed. When 
to use acronym put them the first time you use the expression. In the methods I suggest 
write how the data were analyzed and the number of replicates of the experiments. 
Figure 2 shows that at 1 M concentration there was a 40% decrease in viability, then the 
IC50 was a higher value. Why in the experiments of rotenone exposed strains did not use 
the same treatment time? Standardize the formatting of the figures. 
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