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Compulsory REVISION comments 1, in ‘Materials and Methods’, ‘Collection of plantmaterial’, the fresh Momordica fruit was ‘dried in thesunlight for four consecutive days’. This is not a properway to prepare good material. The process is too long,and lots of compounds can get oxidized. Dry the fruit inthe oven at high temperature is a better way to think.2, in ‘Materials and Methods’, ‘Preparation of extract’, theprocedure is too long and lots of compounds can getoxidized.3, in ‘Result’, ‘DPPH redical scavenging assay’, ‘The mostprominent scavenging effect of ethanol and ethyl acetateextracts were 77.65% and 18 73.75% which werecomparable to the highest activity (96.86) of scorbicacid.’ The concentration of these values should be state.4, in ‘Result’, ‘Reducing power by FeCl3’, the statement isnot consist with the number in the figure.5, the discussion need to be defined. And some resultswere not carefully analyzed.
Minor REVISION comments English need to be improved.The full name of abbreviation DPPH should be state.
Optional/General comments
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