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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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

On line 174 you wrote that the dose of indomethacin 

used on carrageenan-induced paw edema model was 

100mg/kg, however on table 2 and figure 2, you 
wrote that the dose of indomethacin was 10 mg/kg. 

My question is, which dose did you use for this 

experiment. 

 
On section 3.3 you said that at 4 hours the CLEPH ( at 

800mg/kg) demonstrated an inhibition of 55%, 

whereas the  indomethacin indicated an inhibition of 
48 % at the same time (4 hours). This is a great 

result! However, I didn´t see these results 

represented on figure 2. On figure 2, the graphic 
indicates that indomethacin has a better activity than 

CLEPH (800 mg/kg) at 4 hours. 

100 mg/kg was a typing error. The dose of 

indomethacin used was 10 mg/kg. this has been 

corrected.  

Minor REVISION comments 

 

Minor orthographic mistakes on lines 41 ( ectract ) and 

81 (feed) 

 

On line 87 you wrote ‘’thirty mice were divided into six 

groups of six ‘’ . you should rewrite that, I believe you 

meant  “thirty six mice” 

Corrections have been made and highlighted. 

Optional/General comments 

 

On section 2.1 you should add the code of the voucher, 

this could enrich your manuscript 

 

 

The voucher number has been inserted. 

 


