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	Reviewer’s comments
	Author’s Feedback/Rebuttal

	ABSTRACT:

(1) Please mention the test used to determine MIC value? MIC is not a method or an assay

(2) The sentences “new, effective alternative towards current drugs” should be rephrased clearly 

(3) “possible plants that are beneficial for health purposes”. Be specific for what health problems

	Agree. Changes had been made accordingly.

(1) For English version: “…and microdilution broth methods”. For Bahasa Malaysia version: “..dan ‘microdilution broth’”.

(2) For English version: “…new, effective alternative towards current drugs that are available for skin-associated infection”. For Bahasa Malaysia version: “...potensi sebagai alternatif yang berkesan berbanding ubatan yang sedia ada untuk jangkitan berkaitan dengan kulit”.

(3) For English version: “…possible plants that are beneficial for health purposes, particularly for combating skin-associated infection.” For Bahasa Malaysia version: “…menyiasat tumbuh-tumbuhan lain yang bermanfaat untuk kesihatan sejagat, terutamanya untuk memerangi jangkitan berkaitan dengan kulit.”


	INTRODUCTION:

(4)” various diseases (Ugusman et al.  	2012)”. Name the diseases.
	Agree. Changes had been made accordingly.

(4) “…various diseases (Ugusman et al. 2012), namely diabetic and inflammatory diseases (Peungvichaa et al. 1998; Stohr et al. 2001; Rahman et al. 2016). Besides, it also…”


	MATERIALS AND METHODS:

Selected Microorganisms and Antibiotics
(5) What is the concentration of DMSO used?

(6) “selective agar media (i.e. Nutrient Agar, MacConkey Agar, Eosin Methylene Blue Agar)”. Are all these media used in this study?

(7) “biochemical (i.e. Catalase, Oxidase, Coagulase, Phenylalanine Deaminase, Motility, Citrate, Triple Sugar Iron, Indole, Methyl Red/Voges Proskauer) tests”. Are all these tests done in this study? If yes, where are the results?

Determination of MIC Test
(8) The subheading “Determination of MIC Test” is not appropriately used. The name of the test to determine MIC value should be the subtitle here.

(9) Please mention the test used to determine MIC value? MIC is not a method or an assay. Please define the term MIC clearly in the section.

(10) Please add more information on how the evaluation of MIC value was done.  Refer Basri, D.F. and Nor, N.H.M. (2014) Phytoconstituent Screening and Antibacterial Activity of the Leaf Extracts from Canarium odontophyllum Miq. American Journal of Plant Sciences, 5, 2878-2888.

	Agree. Changes had been made accordingly.

(5) “Twenty µL of 10% Dimethyl sulfoxide (DMSO)..”

(6) Yes. “..cultivation on several media (i.e. Nutrient, Eosin Methylene Blue (EMB), MacConkey, and Mannitol salt agars)..”

(7) Yes. “..as well as biochemical tests (i.e. Catalase, Oxidase, Coagulase, Phenylalanine deaminase, Motility, Citrate, Triple sugar iron (TSI), Indole, Methyl red, and Voges Proskauer tests)”.

(8) Subheading: Determination of MIC values via microdilution broth method

(9) “The inoculum suspension of bacteria used to determine Minimum inhibitory concentration (MIC) values via two-fold broth microdilution method in 96-well microtiter plate were prepared, ….”.

(10) “…during disc susceptibility test. The procedure was based on Mazumder et al. (2014) with minor modifications. Three to five colonies were inoculated into 5 mL of TSB. The suspension was then incubated at 37ºC for 3 to 6 h with turbidity equivalent to 0.5 MacFarland standards. The plate was labelled from number 1 to 13 with well 11 as positive control followed by well 12 as negative control and well 13 as antibiotic control. The plate was then sealed…”.


	RESULTS:

(11) Please add another Table to show the result of MIC values as presented in Basri and Nor (2014) Phytoconstituent Screening and Antibacterial Activity of the Leaf Extracts from Canarium odontophyllum Miq. American Journal of Plant Sciences, 5, 2878-2888.

	Agree. Changes had been made accordingly.

(11) Yes. Table 2 was added into ‘Figure’ file. (Additional information was also added into ‘Results’ section)

	DISCUSSIONS:
(12) “A similar study carried out on Piper betle also revealed that the plant has the ability to inhibit S. aureus” Please indicate which part of the plant (Piper betle) was used in the study? Leaves or seeds?
(13) “The extract was found to be more effective” Again please mention which part of the plant and which extraction solvent was used? 
(14) “The results from our study considered as high” This statement is not clear. Please compare your finding with literature that also utilized the leaves from a plant for eg. .Refer Basri and Nor. (2014) Phytoconstituent Screening and Antibacterial Activity of the Leaf Extracts from Canarium odontophyllum Miq. American Journal of Plant Sciences, 5, 2878-2888.
	Agree. Changes had been made accordingly.

(12) “A similar study carried out on Piper betle also revealed that the leaves have the ability to inhibit S. aureus….”.

(13) “Nonetheless, the methanolic extract of P. sarmentosum leaves were found to be more effective…”.

(14) “The MIC value revealed that the minimum concentration of the plant extract to inhibit S. aureus was 6.25 mg/mL while E. coli showed 12.5 mg/mL. Contradict to our findings, Basri and Mohd Nor (2014) had exhibited MIC values with 0.391 mg/mL for both acetone and methanol extracts for Canarium odontophyllum leaves against S. aureus via similar method. In addition, two previous studies by Eloff (2004) and Kuete (2010) had purported that the best MIC value is lower than 0.1 mg/mL. However, our results are considerably higher in comparison to other studies. This may be due to the light exposure during experiment, resulting in degradation of bioactive compounds and decreasing of antimicrobial activity. Besides, prolonged storage of crude extract can also influence the results.”




