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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 
 

 
The introduction was poorly written and ignored vital information. The earliest references 
can be found in the methods and materials section, which is also the shortest and lacks 
important details. Please make a list of the codes for your procedure.  
In addition, the methodology section is ineffective and lacking in specific details and 
statistics. Furthermore, the results and discussion section began with the statistical 
analysis results that had not been mentioned in the materials and methods section. 
In this study, what statistical software was used? 
Please use statistical analysis to back up your claims. 
The presentation is terrible, and the language is a jumble of broken sentences. 
Several verbs and sentences have been repeated multiple times. In the results and 
discussion section, the writer listed all of the labels and their findings, but did not discuss 
each point separately. 
There was no organization or detailed explanation; it was a complete mess. 
Aside from that, the discussion section was a total disaster (meaningless). 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
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