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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

In the materials and methods part, the name of the MTT product must be written as
follows: 3- (4,5-dimethylthiazol-2-yl) -2,5-diphenyl tetrazolium bromide.
[3-(4,5-dimethylthiazol-2-yl) 2,5-dipheny! tetrazolium bromide (MTT)

In the results section, the author has oddly cited the name of another different plant
(Saraca asoca) instead of Lippia nodiflora. This must be corrected.

In the commentary to Figure 1, the author spoke of the different concentrations of the
plant extract with which the A549 cell lines were treated, he writes 200ug / ml instead of

120|ii / ml.

In the discussion part the author referring to reference 18 said:

while reading this above-
mentioned article | did not find this information On the contrary, | saw that our plant was
never mentioned there | suggest it's up to the writer to drop this paragraph or show us
how he quoted it.

In this paragraph, you must limit to 2 or 3 references, especially if not yet cited,
references from 30 to 41 are only mentioned to complete the list of references.

Our studies are part of the preclinical phase so it cannot conclude on the safety of the
plant extract, this is the field of phase | studies.
The second reference is not well written.

-

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General 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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