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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 
 

Introduction is not good and the majority of references are not recent 
(before 2010). It should start in line 42, the information before that do not 
enrich the text.  
Line 48-54: references? 
What is “clean water”? Deionized water? Distilled water? Sterilized water? 
Line 99:  why different times periods for bacteria (24) and yeasts (72h)? 
Reference 23 is correct!? 
Reference 18: the only one with “et al.” 
Subtitles 2.8 and 2.9 should be aggregated. Only the medium, time and 
temperature changes because of the microrganisms.   
Figures 1, 2 and 3:  the bars are difficult to see. Maybe some in bold, others 
with other types of scheme. Fluconazole and Gentimicine are ever worst. 
And the same scheme should be used for the same variety.  
In my opinion, descriptive statistics should calculate the average 
differences between groups with the independent samples t-student test or 
Mann-Whitney test.  
Results must be analyzed with the new tests.  
Line 135-139:  is similar to the introduction. 
Line 142-143:  is the sentence correct? 
“The MIC of ethanolic extract of P. squarrosulus varied between 15.63 and 
31.25 mg/ml with MBC of 15.63 to 31.25 mg/ml.” 
From line 140-171 , this description is too long and repetitive, should be 
reformulated.  
Line 172:  “has similar antimicrobial properties” ? 
Line 173-175:  grammar incongruence.  
The two last sentences of the results and discussion must be re-write.  
I think this conclusion is very advanced; more information is needed before 
clinical evaluation of mushrooms through in vivo based research. 
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The sensitivity of isolates to the mushroom extracts implies that intrinsic 
substance in the extracts is unknown to the microrganisms, which made it 
impossible for them to resist: this could be mention as a new item to the 
future.  

Minor  REVISION comments   
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