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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

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

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
 

1- Unfortunately, no, as this paper did not provide any scientific news concerning the drying of 
this species.  
 

2- Yes. 
 

3- Unfortunately, no. Normally, the summary should contain a few of the results found. 
 

4- Yes. 
 

5- More to less. 
 

6- No, two-thirds of the references are old. 
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1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 
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1- Please, write scientific names in italic 
2- Please, add species designation L. or other  
3- Part 2.1, what is the purpose of diameter determination? And why, you put the result in this 

part ? 
4- Part 3.1, why do you present mean values without standard deviation? 
5- Very poorly interpreted results 
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