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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of
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El titulo si es claro con lo que se intenta exponer en el cuerpo del documento

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and

results. 2

La metodologia no es clara y se encuentra dispersa entre los resultados y no en el
item correspondiente, por lo tanto, los resultados no siguen una estructura ordenada
de acuerdo con los objetivos y a la metodologia.

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 3
mistakes in this article.

Existen varios errores ortograficos y de sintaxis en todo el documento.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2

La metodologia no es clara y se encuentra dispersa entre los resultados y no en el
item correspondiente, por lo tanto, los resultados no siguen una estructura ordenada
de acuerdo con los objetivos y a la metodologia.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 2
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6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and

supported by the content. 3
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El titulo se puede mejorar: ”Capacidad antimicrobiana de aceites esenciales de
plantas aromaticas mexicanas”

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and

results. 4

Mejorar la redaccién del resumen y resaltar los logros del estudio, asi como la
aplicacion evaluada.

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling

mistakes in this article. 4
Aunqgue son peuefios los errores, se recomienda revisar la ortografia.
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En resultados se menciona que los extractos se evaluaron en frutas, ese proceso no
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que resulta cansada la lectura de parrafos demasiado extensos.

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:

La investigacion trata un tema muy importante en la conservacion de alimentos
mediante extractos naturales. Los consumidores buscan productos tratados con
sustancias de origen natural, por lo que se recomienda su publicacion. Sin embargo,
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of 5
the article.

(Please insert your comments) No observations

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 3
results.

(Please insert your comments) Improve the wording of this section, describing the
study problem and the methodology more clearly

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling
mistakes in this article.

(Please insert your comments) It is necessary to improve the writing of some
sections of the manuscript. The information contained in a paragraph remains to
be cited.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2

(Please insert your comments) The fundamental sections of the methodology are
poorly described. With the information provided, it is not possible to repeat the
experiments.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 3

(Please insert your comments) It is necessary to modify the wording of this section,
since there is a lot of information that should be located in the methodology
section, making it difficult to understand the data obtained.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and

supported by the content. 3

(Please insert your comments) Some adjustments are recommended and include
more information that justifies the study and more information on the methodology
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7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 5

(Please insert your comments) No observations
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have been wrongly described in the results section. Briefly describe the methodology
in the abstract. Cite the indicated information. Improve the writing. Check that
scientific names are italicized./Describir mejor la metodologia para la obtencion de
aceites esenciales y la capacidad antimicrobiana. Incluir todas las demas secciones que
se han sefialado en el documento, que se han descrito equivocadamente en la seccion
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