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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

- Firstable, the citations are not well. Most recent article is from 2014. In other 
words, the article should be reviewed / updated completely. 

 
- Introduction: Enough. The idea is good. 
 
- Material and Methods: is clear and enough too; 
 
- RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Phytochemical constituents (Table 1. Their results are very generic, introductory. 
This work brings a very interesting idea, but these results are very primary.  
Determining positive or negative,  limit of quantification is welcome. 
If I use chromatographic techniques, more accuracy and sensitivity, maybe I can 
"see" more compounds, or not?  
In other words, their results are important, but unfortunately they do not have 
consistency to affirm many things. 
 
- The discussion of your work should be improved.  
It is modest in my opinion.  
You practically only present your results, but the discussion should be more 
argumentative. 
- Conclusion: modest. Improve. 
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