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Compulsory REVISION comments

Comments:

Your article appears to be of interest to a wide community of researchers studying the extraction of compounds from natural sources,
and to further promote its visibility, we encourage you to consult published articles related to this topic.
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Title:
The title must be modified since it does not express the complete content of the manuscript
Introduction section:

The introduction does not provide enough background. The Introduction is too short. The themes and results available in the literature
are not presented in detail. Make a major improvement to the introduction section, including strong rationalization on newness of
research with valid and clear comparison to previous reports.

Methods:

It would be interesting if the authors included in the manuscript the PFD or schematic representation of the supercritical extraction
process.

Results section:

The results obtained are not thoroughly discussed scientifically. The results obtained are not compared with those available in the
literature. A comparison table with at least 10 other documents should be discussed, to highlight the results of this work.

Conclussions:

It is recommended to considerably improve the conclusions based on the objectives of the work
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