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PART1:ReviewComments 
 
 

 Reviewer’scomment Author’scomment(ifagreedwithreviewer,correct 

themanuscriptandhighlightthatpart inthe 

manuscript.Itis mandatorythatauthorsshouldwrite 

his/herfeedbackhere) 

CompulsoryREVISIONcomments 
 
 
1. Isthemanuscript important forscientific community? 

(Please writefewsentences on this manuscript) 
 
 
2. Isthetitleofthearticlesuitable? 

(Ifnotpleasesuggest analternative title) 
 
 
3. Isthe abstract ofthearticle comprehensive? 

 
 
4. Are subsections andstructureofthemanuscriptappropriate? 

 
 
5. Doyou thinkthemanuscriptisscientificallycorrect? 

 
 
6. Are the references sufficientandrecent?If you have 

suggestionofadditionalreferences,please mentioninthe 
reviewform. 

 

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free toprovide 

additionalsuggestions/comments) 

 

1-  1- Yes, thisarticleisof greatrelevanceto thescientificcommunity,especiallyregardingthe 

expansionoftraditionalbotanical knowledge inColombianandSouthAmericanareas. 

2-  It shouldbenoted thatthe proposaltodemonstratetheconcentrationof publications between 

different areasofresearchis an excellentmilestonetobepromotedinother articles as itindicatesa 

possibilityof directingeffortsand/orsearchingforreferences regarding 

future research. 

3-  2- Thetitleisappropriateinrelationto the contentofthearticle. 

4-  3- Thesummaryisadequate. However,itmustbehighlightedthefactthattherewas notonly use 

ofbadarticles butalsoofvariousotherformsof scientificdisseminationliterature. 

5-  4- Yes, thedivisionsof thearticlearesuitablefor structuringthework. 

6-  5- Yes. Thearticleiswell constructed. 

7-  6- Yes. Regardingtheconstructionof search terms, I suggestyouread„Usingtheplants of 

BrazilianCerradoforwoundhealing:fromtraditionalusetoscientificapproach” 

 

MinorREVISIONcomments 
 
 
1. Islanguage/Englishqualityofthe articlesuitableforscholarly 

communications? 

 
 
 
1- Smallgrammatical corrections arenecessaryregardingagreement. 
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Optional/Generalcomments Thegeneraltermsusedassearchenginesbetweenthedifferentscientificdisseminationplatforms 

aredifferentfromeachother,sotheresultsarealsovariableanddo notreflectasingle universeof results. 

Ibelievethatitisnecessary,usingallthecomplementaryevaluationmethodology, tocarry 

outnewresearchonthe sameplatformsusingthesamegeneralterms assearch engines. 

 

In“Resultsand Discussions” theauthormentions that 

“Inthestudy,92publicationswerefoundwhosestudyfocuscoveredtheVaupésdepartment.Of 

this total,28%of publications correspondedto worksexclusively 

relatedto the department.” 

Thewrittenformleavesroomto believethattheotherarticlesfoundare notrelatedtotheVaupés 

department,theinitialreasonandtarget ofthework. Ifso,allothersshouldbeexcludedfromthe evaluated 

sample. 

 

In “3.1 Publications over theyears”the author mentionsthat 8intervals of 10years each were 

createdbetweentheyears1944and2023,however,whenanalyzing“figure1TemporalRangein 
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10-YearFrequency of PublicationsfortheDepartmentofVaupés”wenotethatthisdivisiontook 

placeinthefirstintervalfrom1944to1954whileinthesecondfrom1954to1964 beingaconstant repeated 

fortheothersuntil 2013to2024,howeverbetweenoneintervalandanotherayear such 

as1954isalwaysrepeated,1964,1974successivelysoasnottomakeitclearwhere,theproduction ofthat 

yearwasaddedupandfinallyconsidered.Ifbothintervalswereaddedtogether,the value of 

92articlesfoundis probablywrong andmustbechanged, meaningthatall otherdatamustalso berevised. 

It is also necessary to take into account that we are in the year 2023, which makes the 

representationofexpectationsforthe year2024wrongand mustbechangedthroughoutthe article. 

 

Forbetterrepresentation, Irecommendtransformingthegraph inFigure1intoatablewherethe 

samedatawillbebetter visualized andhighlighted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PART  2: 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment(if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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