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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 General
Revision

Individual
In Abstract  API in full spelling.

The best absorbance was MeOH > H2O > ETOH. The best extract was MeOH> EtOH >
H2O. Why the both differ?

In introduction  Staphylococcus aureus and Streptococcus pyrogens are in italic.

Table 2 is unnecessary, thus delete.

Table 3 is unnecessary, thus delete because the above sentences were described about
Table 3 content.

The best absorbance was MeOH > H2O > EtOH. The best extract was MeOH> EtOH >
H2O. Why these differ? Please discuss.

Your paper has insufficient result and no discussion. For the original research article,
sufficient discussion is indispensable.

The order of MeOH> H2O>EtOH is difficult to comprehend because hydrophilicity order is
H2O> MeOH > EtOH and hydrophobicity order is EtOH> MeOH > H2O, thus no order of
MeOH > H2O> EtOH or MeOH> EtOH > H2O, so it is indispensable to discuss why these
are not the order of hydrophilicity or hydrophobicity. Please.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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