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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This research is important for the scientific community. It relates to the bioactive components in Rosa canina fruit; this is a foundational study with the potential to be developed into further research. By understanding its bioactive components, it will become a promising source for citation. Moreover, this research also investigates antioxidant activity.
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