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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 
 

 
The article presents the proposal to evaluate the bioactivity of the plants P. reticulatum and 
C. patens and the terpenoids extracted from them. The introduction fully addresses the 
importance of the selected plants. It is necessary to integrate new references on other 
studies proving the various bioativities proposed by these plants. 
 

Thank You for your suggestion.  
 
We have included some references that consolidated our assertions on the 
antibacterial potency of the test plants  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
The abstract can be reduced. The selection of microorganisms evaluated in the test of 
antimicrobial activity is understandable, but it would be great work to insert other species to 
be analysed. 

We have now modified the abstract and many other parts of the manuscript.  
 
We have also highlighted corrected portions in yellow fonts 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The article is well written and well discussed, being able to be published in this journal. 
 

Thank you very much.  
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