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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
After through observation, it was found that the methodologies and data presentation within the manuscript 
were excellent. All the authors has given their satisfactory affords for the work. Well explained the 
procedures. However, few minors’ points to be rectify before further proceeding. These are highlighted below 
in the point wise manners.  

1. Over all grammatical and spelling correction is needed.  
2. Rewrite the introduction section in one-two paragraph only. Avoid multiple paragraphs. 
3. Include the full forms for all the abbreviation within the text after conclusion section. 
4. Mention the exact date and time for the collection of all the plants species under in the methodology 

section. 
5. Under Methodology section: Include plant authentification number for all the plants. 
6. Give a separate heading for Statistic data after the result and discusion section. 
7. After LC50 and LD50, BCL, CCL and MPL were chosen for the isolation of the pure compounds, Why?  

V. glabra was excluded however authors has clearly mentioned in the page No.10 under result and 
discussion section-DCM of V. glabra leaves was found to be more active with an LC50 OF 2.499 
µg/ml its MLC was the most active against brime shrimp with LD50 OF 0.106 µg/ml? Justify it. 
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