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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 
 

 
 
Line 3: Topic, I believe there is nothing like antioxidant vitamin, so there should be a 
comma between them. 
TOPIC 
A research topic should be clear on its own. The topic implied that the whole of each 
plant was used for the research, however the methodology reveals that only the 
plant leaves were actually used. Kindly modify your topic.(Although I also feel it is 
too long)  
 
 
 
 

 
 
“Antioxidant vitamin” refers to a vitamin with antioxidant properties. 
 
Topic modified as suggested. “Leaves” inserted in topic 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
TYPOGRAPHICAL ERRORS 
Line 31: reach should be changed to rich 
Line 146: Insert “is” 
Line 229: Insert “it” 
Line 232: Insert “it” 
Line 283: reach should be changed to rich 
Line 290: remove bracket “(“ 
 
CLARIFICATION 
Line 141: On balance – this use of this statement is not clear 
 
 

 
 
All typographical errors corrected as suggested. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“On balance” expunged. 
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