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his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Below is the list of my comments and suggestions for better understanding of our readers. 
1. I suggest to revise the title. Suggested title is “Antihypertensive and in silico 

docking of the methanolic bark extract from Syzygium alternifolium”. Upon reading 
the methodology, there is no isolation and confirmatory procedure done by the 
researcher for the for the methanolic extract. Extraction of phytoconstituents was 
done only through methanol distillation, therefore kindly delete the word “isolated”. 

2. In the section of methodology, 2.1 kindly clarify the statement “pharmacognist 
discovered this item”. Bark is not being discovered by a pharmacognist, or are you 
stating that those bark were collected by the pharmacognist? 

3. In the section of methodology, 2.2 kindly state the method you used in evaporating 
or concentrating the extract (ex, water bath, oven, air dried, etc) 

4. In the section of methodology, 2.3 kindly state the method you used in identifying 
the phytoconstituents present in the extract. 

5. In the section of methodology, 2.4 kindly substitute the word “effects” to “safety” 
since acute toxicity testing pertains to the safety of your extract. 

6. In the section, 2.5 kindly be consistent with the use of rats as your test subject. 
Mice is different from rats. 

7. In the section, 2.6.1. kindly state the laboratory equipment you used in measuring 
the absorbance and its model or serial number. 

8. In the section, 3 it was indicated results and discussions, however upon reading it 
only state the results. There’s no discussion with the present and previous studies. 
Instead, the discussion was written in section 4 as discussion. Kindly clarify these 
subtitle section. 

9. In the section 5, conclusion. Kindly revised your statement as most of them are not 
specific. You stated constituents identified as Quercetin, Kaempferol, Apigenin, 
Acarbose and Squalene. However, these were not identified as phytoconstituents 
in the methodology or even isolated. Kindly clarify  
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