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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
1. Inthe abstract, report the exact value of each compound. Also, the breast cancer cells
treated with H. hirsute should be compared with the control indicating significant or non-
significant difference.

Why did you report total flavonoid content of L. spinosa while you are working on H.

hirsute?

What do you mean by “the indicated concentration of extract”?

State the exact concentration(s) of each fraction used in each assay.

Report the number of groups in each assay and the substance they receive.

Please correct the phrase “standard error of result” the correct phrase is “standard error

of the mean”

For % viability, give the full meaning of OD and indicate the sample.

In the result section, compare total phenol and flavonoid contents in all the fractions and

state the exact value of each fraction.

9. Compare the viability and motility of the control with those of cells treated with each
fraction at different doses and state if there are significant changes (increase of
decrease).

10. Revise the conclusion for clarity

11. The manuscript needs English language revision.
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We would like to say thank the reviewer for the valuable recommendations. We have
addressed all the comments as explained below.

Response:

1. The exact value of each compound was added and the breast cancer cells treated
with H. hirsute was compared with the control indicating significant difference.

2. The sentence: “The total flavonoids content of the L. spinosa was determined
according to the method of Nabavi et al (2008) [11] using aluminium chloride
calorimetric method”. We have changes “The total flavonoids content of the H.
hirsuta was determined using aluminium chloride calorimetric method as
previously described [11].”

3. The indicated concentrations of extracts was changed to the different
concentrations of extracts.

4. The exact concentrations of each fractions were added in this manuscript.

5. The number of groups in assay have provided.

6. “standard error of result” was changed to “standard error of the mean”.

7. We have changed it:

{Optical density of the treated sample — Optical density of blank)x1
U viability = - - - -
: Optical density of the control sample — Optical density of blank

8. We have added the exact value of each fraction

9. We have provided it in manuscript and figure.

10. The conclusion was revised.

11. Authors were revised the language.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

PART 2:

Reviewer's comment

IAuthor’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)

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

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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