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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Abstract 
“Material and Methods: Powdered barks were extracted with ethanol (80°)”. 80° 
represents Celsius degrees or Ethanol content? 
…different instead of “diiferent” 
I recommend writing the abstract in only one paragraph. 
 
Introduction 
The content of the introduction is very lack. Include a complete and recent state of the art 
of the topic. 
 
Material and methods 
 
Plant material. What kind of preservation method did you applied for the bark of 

Piliostigma reticulatum since it was collected in August 2015, until it was processed? What 

happened with the content of polyphenols during this time? 

Results: 

Why not include a comparative table about the polyphenol content found in some other 

samples similar to this one? 

Conclusions 

The conclusions should be improved. 

80° represents Ethanol content. It’s corrected in the text 
 
 
 
 
 
The author guideline recommended to divide the abstract at different sub-
sections  
 
 
It was a recommendation of my head of laboratory, but I took it back 
 
 
 
 
 
Preservation condition is added in the text and this study has been started 
since 2016 and the polyphenol content was evaluated first. Another, the raw 
material was empty water during the preservation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We don’t compare the results on this part but rather in the discussion and it 
was done  
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