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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 
 

Table 3 is confusing to me. The frequency of disease treated segment is 110 and also the 
number of herdsmen are 110. Its means that every herdsman has treated only single 
disease with ethno-botanical knowledge. However it is not realistic that a herdsman just 
treat a single disease with ethno-botanical knowledge. 
 
Lines 131-134: it is stated “The result from Table 4 revealed 19.09% dermatolphylosis, 
17.27% parasitic problems, 16.36% Contagious Bovine Pleuropneumonia, 11.82% diarrhea 
and 12.72% trypanasomiasis respectively as the major disease problems treated using the 
knowledge of ethno-botanical practices and plants available in the study area” This data is 
presented in table 3 not table 4. 
 
How the herdsmen get those plants. Whether they collect by themselves or they purchase? 
 
Why majority of the herdsmen use ethno-botanical practices? Orthodox medicine facilities 
are unavailable, ineffective or expensive? 

Corrected (The diseases treated data was in multiple response) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Corrected 
 
Corrected (lines 133-134) 
 
 
 
Explained in lines 142-143 
 

Minor REVISION comments 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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