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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 
 

 
1. Data of this paper is present but at low levels. So, the paper can not be presented 

as a paper.  
2. Figures and figure legends  are not clear.  
3. The methodology part is not good to publish and not sufficient to evaluate the level 

of biofilm expression in Klebsiella pneumoniae strains exposed to Herbal Drugs. 
Herbal drugs and K. pneumoniae strains are not sufficient for a study, too. 

4. Study has not given interesting and insightful results. İncreasing of biofilm 
formation in K. pneumoniae by herbal drugs used are not interesting and 
informative.  

5. How did the researchers prepare drug solutions before used in wells? There is no 
information about them in this study.  

6. There is almostly no discussion in the manuscript. Authors should compare their 
results with literature.  

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. The manuscript language does not look like so bad at all, but it should be even 

better. The whole manuscript should be copyedited. English editing should be done 
especially for methodology part of manuscript. Experimental set up can be 
rewritten.  

 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
1. Methodology  and results are so weak for publication.  
2. There is almostly no discussion in the manuscript. Authors should compare their 

results with literature and give some stronger information about their results. 
3. Based on its scientific merit, I can most kindly recommend your paper to be 

published in a forthcoming issues of the journal but it is not acceptable now.  
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