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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 
 

 
The research is important as it contributes to the innovative water remediation process 
in developing countries. Authors’ analytical and detail reporting ability is commendable. 
The authors should make the following corrections: 
ABSTRACT 
1. In keywords, replace ‘photodynamic’ with ‘secondary metabolites’ 
INTRODUCTION 
1. In the first line of INTRODUCTION, the first sentence should be split into two. The 
expression ‘Water is essential for life’ makes a complete meaning and should be a 
sentence, and the other, another sentence.  
2. Sentences 1 and 2 of paragraph 2 should have reference if statements were not 
authors’. 
MATERIALS AND METHODS 
1. Numbering of sections should be rectified. E.g., 2.2 Bacterial strains, 2.2 
Phytochemical screening, in solution and by Thin Layer Chromatography. 
2. In each of the tests, beginning from 2.3, a brief description of steps involved in the 
task is necessary after a mention of method/protocol. 
RESULT 
1. Since culture plates inoculation was done only to confirm the presence of bacteria, it 
is right for the authors to place after Table 3, two images of culture plates to show 
bacteria response to treatment in darkness and in sunlight with control if it is available. 
CONCLUSION 
1. If authors have plans to or already started the determination of the specific chemical 
groups responsible for the antibacterial activity, it would be pertinent to only state it as 
plans for future prospects/recommendations. (See returning manuscript). 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. Remove texts highlighted in yellow and recast texts highlighted in blue as suggested 
in the returning manuscript. 
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