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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

This manuscript is good in its contents and composition, only needs a little
improvement

We thank the Reviewer for his/her positive feedback. The changes suggested
in the minor revision comments section have been addressed.

Minor REVISION comments

Weeds, in keywords better change to be medicinal weeds.
Keywords are usually arranged in alphabetical

In row 69, tanning acid, sloud be tannic acid

In row 77 the title should not be separated from the contents, you should move it to
the next page

In row 91, This table should be on one page, the contents of the table are written in
letters smaller than the text

- Inthe keywords, “weeds” has been replaced with “medicinal weeds”, as
suggested.

- Keywords have been re-arranged in alphabetical order, as
recommended by the Reviewer.

- The lapsus clavis (“tanning acid”) has been corrected, and it now reads
“tannic acid”. We thank the Reviewer for bringing this to our attention.

- The title of the Results and discussion section has been moved to the
next page, as indicated by the Reviewer.

- The extra spacing added to Table 1 rows has been removed, and it now
fits in a single page. Font size of the contents of the table has been
reduced, as suggested.

Optional/General comments

There are 8 from 30 references out of date (over ten years)

The information available in the literature on these weeds is limited and the
selected references, in spite of the fact that some are older than 10 years, are
relevant. Hence, we consider that they should not be removed from the ms.
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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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