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the manuscript and highlight that part in the 
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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

 

Language of the manuscript is okey.  Design of the 

experiment, evaluation of the data and 

presentation is well. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you.  

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

On table one whole strobiles amount of  alpha and 

beta acid was decreased in first year but the increased 

even over the initial amount why? Reason of this 

should be discussed. 

 

 

 

 

The reason this may have occurred is that 

composition of the hops strobiles from different 

plants may contain slightly different amounts of 

constituents. When taking samples, after two year 

period, dried strobiles from different plants may 

have been taken and caused the increase. Since this 

increase was not observed in ground samples, we 

strongly suspect that the difference is due to the lot 

taken for analysis. The reason was added to the 

manuscript.  
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