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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 1. Overall, the entire manuscript is poorly written. We are very grateful for your
REVISION constructive criticism and scientific
comments 2. Abstract fails to capture the major highlights of the paper. Methods are not observations. We have carefully done the
described in the abstract at all. For example, a mention of what experiments necessary correction and adjustment as
were done and how statistical significance was achieved should be mentioned | commented. Thanks
in abstract.
3. Introduction is too vague and does not provide a clear motivation/rationale
of why the authors conducted this study. There is no need to describe the two
plants in depth.
4, Methods should describe how MDA, GPx, SOD and CAT activities were
measured
5. Methods should describe the statistical analysis plan of how different
groups were measured.
6. Authors failed to provide any text on results and their significance
7. Discussion does not have any meaningful points at all. They simply state
that the activity has increased or decreased in the experimental groups. I
don’t see any meaningful difference between the experimental groups and
control groups. The authors should explain and discuss the results a bit more
in detail instead of just stating that the activities has increased.
Minor REVISION
comments
Optional /General
comments
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