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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
    Kindly check the following comments that may help: 

1. In title, you may write microbial contamination instead of microbial activity. 
2. In fig. 2.6 why no testing results for rest of products? 
3. Add phytochemical screening procedures in material and methods part. 
4. Reference 11 is incomplete. 
5. References are too few and insufficient. 

 

The herbal products claimed to have antimicrobial effect or activity. The study 
therefore aimed to ascertain the veracity of these claims and the overall 
microbial quality of the said products. We consider the title appropriate and a 
true reflection of the study carried out. 
Fig.2.6 shows results for only the products that actually exhibited antibacterial 
activity against some clinical isolates in vitro. Contrary to the claim of 
antibacterial activity, majority of the products exhibited none. The 
phytochemical screening was done using appropriate standard tests which 
are indicated against each constituent in the result and any interested reader 
can get further details from standard texts in phytochemistry or 
pharmacognosy. That was not the major focus of this study. 
Reference 11 has now been corrected and completed. The articles and 
sources cited are the major ones consulted in the course of the study.   
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