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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 author should revisit the result and discussion section to 
harmonize several literatures that had no direct relevance to the 
study.  
 
 
 

 

All the correction made within the body of the paper has been effected. 

Literature that has no direct relevance to the study was removed. Some of the 

literature were recast and some moved to introduction 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
The abstract and parts of the methodology should also be attended to 
make it read bette . The literature review did not provide sufficient 
background on the current state of knowledge on the use of various plants 
in cough management in other parts of Nigeria   
 

 
 
Done 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The author did not consult widely on the methodology as study locations 
were not properly justified. The result was to detailed than the objective of 
the study   
 
 

 
The study location has been justified in the introductory part of the paper 
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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) 
 
 

 
 The consent of interviewees was sought with a written document through   
the community heads. 
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