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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 
 

All observations and suggestions that need to be corrected were made in the 
manuscript. Author should address them one after the other. For the purpose of 
emphasis, the following areas need to be addressed: 
Abstract: 

1. The content of the study design need to be change; because it’s not 
reflecting the study design. 

2. Methodology: Citations are not allowed in this section. Rather use ..... ‘were 
evaluated by standard method.’ See the manuscript for further suggestions 
and corrections. 

3. Write DPPH, ABTS
+
 and BHT in full since they’re appearing for the first time, 

followed by the acronym in bracket. 
4. Keywords should be separated by comma and not semicolon. 

Introduction: 
1. The introduction should be allowed to flow; don’t break it into sub-sections 

like antioxidants and botanical description. 
2. Other suggestions were made in the manuscript. 
3. At the end of the introduction, briefly highlight the basic objectives of the 

study. 
4. Citations in introductions are not properly done. For e.g. you start with 1, 2, 

3, the next one should be 4 not 18. 
Methods: 

1. Delete the contents of 2.3, 2.3.1 and 2.3.2.; not necessary. 
2. Include statistical tool; use statistical tool to compare the findings of the 

different parameters. 
Results: 

1. Separate results from discussion. 
2. The result did not reflect any comparative study as no statistical measure 

was used. 
Discussion: 

1. All the parameters of the findings were not at all discuss. 
2. Author should compare each parameter of their findings with previous 

reports. 
References: 

1. All the references need to be formatted in line with the requirement of the 
journal. Check author’s guidelines of the journal for detail. 

 
NB: Author should note that these are not the only observations made. Most of the 
observations were made on the manuscript. 
 

 
 
 
Noted 
 
Noted 
 
 
These have earlier been written in full in the section that houses the 
chemicals used for anti-oxidant studies 
 
This was done for easy assimilation for researchers who wish to consult our 
work for botanical and plant science studies. 
 
The objectives where highlighted 
 
Noted 
 
These section will help upcoming researchers and scientist including 
undergraduate and post-graduate students who wish to consult our work for 
further and to improve their studies, work or thesis. 
 
Statistical measure was not the bases of comparison, rather, the potential 
effect of individual solvent extracts including water extract on free radicals. 
However, elementary statistical analysis was carried out (Mean and Standard 
Deviation). It was evidently clear from the results of the IC50 the extract that 
was more or less effective. 
 
Noted. 
 
Noted. 
 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

  

 

As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 

 

Kindly see the following link:  

 

http://sciencedomain.org/archives/20  


