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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback (Please 
correct the manuscript and 
highlight that part in the 
manuscript. It is mandatory that 
authors should write his/her 
feedback here) 

Please write a few sentences 
regarding the importance of this 
manuscript for the scientific 
community. Why do you like (or 
dislike) this manuscript? A minimum 
of 3-4 sentences may be required for 
this part. 

I liked this work because it enhances the diets of some organisms, 
providing bioavailability and nutritional support as the author mentioned, 
but on the other hand I would like if the work included environmental 
conservation by producing synthetic materials from environmental waste 
and with a nanocomposition, the work would be really qualitative and 
superior, but for what was prepared it is really not bad. 

 

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

Yes, the title of the article is suitable.  

Is the abstract of the article 
comprehensive? Do you suggest the 
addition (or deletion) of some points 
in this section? Please write your 
suggestions here. 

Yes, the abstract of the article is comprehensive.  

Are subsections and structure of the 
manuscript appropriate? 

Yes, subsections and structure of the manuscript are appropriate.  

Please write a few sentences 
regarding the scientific correctness 
of this manuscript. Why do you think 
that this manuscript is scientifically 
robust and technically sound? A 
minimum of 3-4 sentences may be 
required for this part. 

Any manuscript that contains a practical aspect supports scientific 
research, as the author made an effort to prepare and manufacture materials 
in the laboratory, and this is not an easy task. Even if the researcher does 
not reach what he intended to reach, he is honoured for trying, and this 
should be credited to any researcher and cannot be denied. 

 

Are the references sufficient and 
recent? If you have suggestions of 
additional references, please mention 
them in the review form. 

The number of references and their modernity is not bad, but they must be 
re-arranged and reformulated on the references section, and the DOI or link 
must be added to each one for ease of access. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Is the language/English quality of the 
article suitable for scholarly 
communications? 

Yes 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

1) The manuscript is missing some necessary analysis such as Fourier 
transform infrared spectroscopy FTIR analysis with explanation important 
stretching frequencies, particle size analysis, and scanning electron 
microscopic images SEM, etc. 
2) In the introduction section, the first paragraph is long and from one 
reference. It is possible to refer to other references that clarify the paragraph 
and confirm what reference [1] has concluded. 
 

 

 
PART  2:  
 

 

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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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