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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 
 

 
This article is very well founded and organized. the manuscript is solid enough and 
technically solid because it presents the originality is very clear. But the conclusion has to 
be more detailed, it is not just saying that treatment 6 is adequate because the objective is 
a fundamental part of the structure of the article, it is where the objectives of the article are 
answered. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
In the introduction part, a reference is cited as anonymous, in particular, in this type of 
article there should be no anonymous authors because the idea is that other researchers 
can use their article for information. Bibliographical references constitute a set of detailed 
and precise data for the identification of a documentary source, printed or not, from which 
the information was obtained. The anonymous author should not exist in the bibliography 
because it would make it difficult for the reader to locate it. 

 
  

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The article is very well founded and organized, which has its originality, but the conclusion 
needs to be improved, it needs to be more detailed. 
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