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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. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 

 

 
 
PART  2:  
 
 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) 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Reviewer Details: 
 
Name: Julian Cruz-Olivares 
Department, University & Country Autonomous University of State of Mexico, Mexico 

 


