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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 could be benefit for scientific community (only if we see the raw data).

1. Isthe manuscript important for scientific community? Yes, the title is suitable. But we suggest to simplify (see the note in full text).
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 3. a) It needs to be rewritten.

b) The abstract did not write concisely and informative.

N

2. s thetitle of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 4. The structure & subsection is general/ standard writing. However:

a) Theintroduction: does not provide enough factual background. It also does not
completely define a problem. The scope and justification of the work are not clear.

b) Materials and Methods: - Do not give adequate information to allow the experiment tobe
reproduced. — Questionable method of data collection and analysis.

c) Sincethe fact 4a & 4b, the Results are questionable.

d) Results and Discussion: we suggest to present data in histogram (so that easier to view)

3. Isthe abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

5.1t is scientifically correct [but it was more impressed trial and error. The limited data (no

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have . . ! g i ;
replicate) and poor discussion also lowering the quality of manuscript)

suggestion of additional references, please mention in the
review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free toprovide

additional suggestions/comments) 6. References are sufficient (in number), but they should be re-checked since many typo.
We also did not confirmed yet the cited part.

Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly Yes, suitable English, and we believe a scholar can understand the grammatical content.
communications?

Optional/General comments

1. Author(s) are suggested read the General Guideline for Authors of this Journal. Especially
for Material & Methods

2. The hight light or commented sentences are emphasized attention.

3. Please check typo & grammatical.
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