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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 
 

Regarding the summary. It is suggested to the authors, write the objective of the investigation 
(clearly) and place the most outstanding conclusion or conclusions, with respect to the objective 
Authors are suggested to use keywords other than those in the title 
In the introduction, there is information that is repetitive in the same paragraph, as well as in 
other paragraphs. 
In materials and methods, it is mentioned that a modification was made in a technique, however, 
said modifications are not described. 
It is suggested to the authors to place a section of analysis of results or statistical analysis 
In results and discussion, in the tables, place the meaning of the abbreviations, no matter how 
repetitive 
It is suggested to the authors, in the results and discussion section, to present the results and 
discuss them. Because the discussion section is presented later. Or separate the sections, in 
results and later make the discussion 
It's conclusions 
The conclusions should be written based on the most outstanding results regarding the 
objective of the investigation. Authors are suggested to restructure this section 
Regarding the references section, of the 50 references, 37 of them are from less than 2000 and 
the rest from 2001 to 2014. It is very important to update the information 
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Are found in the document in full 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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