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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 
This article has interesting chemical analysis for green and roasted coffee, including 
phenolic compounds. However, the article starts as ends: with an exhaustive reading 
and sometimes a mix of information. As the title, the whole text is long winded,  with 
too many words for saying the same thing. In addition, there are mistakes of 
grammar, as Arabica and arabida (not standardized), 1 mL and 1mL, excessive use of 
some terms, as in lines 81 - 105 ("In this method..."), brands and company origin in 
the description of equipments are not mentioned, table is not respecting the 
standard of this journal, etc. I suggest the editor requests a profissional review of the 
technical language, making the manuscript much clearer, concise, organized. The 
authors have careful review details of written, as capital letters / lowercase, spaces, 
standardization, and accordance with the general rules of technical and scientific 
writing. 
 
 

 
 

 The article has been thoroughly revised taking care of grammar 
and the standardization as mentioned. Repetition of words has 
been revised. 

 The company of equipment used has been mentioned.  
 Tables have been aligned as per the author guidelines. 
 The paper has been carefully reviewed making all the necessary 

amendments. 
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