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Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
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1.The manuscript important for scientific community
2.Title of the article suitable, good and clear.

3. The abstract of the article comprehensive, good and clear. The sentence structure in the
abstract needs to be rearranged: Aims, study design, place and duration of study,
methodology, results, and conclusion

4. Subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate. Materials and methods with
subtitle : area study, experimental design, data collection methods/measurement of
research results, data analysis

5.The manuscript is good, supported by new research methods and complete data
presented.

6. The references sufficient and some references are very old. Need to add the recent
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