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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

It seems to be a very relevant work, mainly due to the response it intends to provide. 
However, an elementary flaw is committed by the absence of detailed information in 
the material and methods section, mainly regarding the statistical analysis of the 
data. Without this, it is not possible to continue analyzing the results that are reliably 
presented. In addition, better explanations should be provided regarding the 
methodology you used to evaluate the variables that will give the answer you want 
to give with the work. 
Check very thoroughly if the results presented correspond to the statistical analysis 
that you have carried out. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Always check the grammatical correction of your text. I recommend a thorough revision of 
the text. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

Congratulations on the work you. I hope that you will continue this study and that you will 
be able to present a great contribution to the scientific community. 
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