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Subject: Response to reviewers
We are sending you the new version of the article “Article Title” to continue with the editing and publication process of our paper. We appreciate the review and feedback we received from the reviewers. In the new version we sent, all changes were highlighted in yellow. In addition, we have numbered the comments made by each reviewer consecutively for greater clarity in our responses.
Note: We are committed to responding to all comments made by reviewers.
Reviewer 1 :
1. The title doesn't take into account the work done on basuco and coca tea. The title could be "Analysis of Cocaine in Different Samples by Gas Chromatography with a Flame Ionization Detector (GC-FID)"
Response to the editor: According to the suggested title, it was concluded that this more concretely encapsulates the work carried out on the different study samples concerning the analyte (page 1, lines 1 - 3).
2. The summary should name both extraction methods used. It mentions, "The first extraction method used by UNODC, which consists of extraction with a non-solvent..." and "...however, the analyte concentration was quantified by means of Soxhlet extraction...", which creates an ambiguity that is not rectified in the text. Soxhlet extraction is an extraction that uses a solvent.
Response to the editor: To further specify the extraction process used according to the UNODC methodology, it is noted that it was inefficient because it did not provide a distinguishable signal for the S/N ratio, making it unreliable; therefore, the Soxhlet extraction was used. This modification was made to the summary, taking into account each of the languages (page 2, lines 40-50).
3. In the “Materials and Methods” section, the samples must be defined (number of each and origin).
Response to the editor: For this section, the number of replicates performed was specified, corresponding to n = 3 for each extraction process mentioned above, as was the origin of the samples (page 5, lines 130-135).
Reviewer 2 :
1. In the Results and Discussion section, there should be a table showing the results obtained for each sample. Table 3 lacks data for coca leaves. How was the %R determined?
Response to Editor: For this comment, it was clarified in the method validation section on p. 9 that the %Rs were established only for standards at different concentrations (page 6, lines 172-173).
2. Conclusions should focus on the results obtained (see the first two conclusions). They should be clear and avoid redundancy (see the third and fourth conclusions).
Response to the editor: As recommended, the conclusions were updated to focus on the first conclusion (page 12, lines 220-230).
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