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his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 

 The title is informative and accurate 

 The aim of manuscript is clear, and the study findings need more explanations and 

discussion.  

 The references are relevant to the topic of the manuscript, and I think the authors are 

able to find modern references instead of the old once. Mentioning to references in the 

text should be done by using the right numbering and sequencing. References were listed 

and put Incorrectly. Although, some of references need to be adjusted and unified in their 

writing manner. 

 The introduction is clear and covered the topic of the study 

 The research question needs to be outlined 

 Some paragraphs left without references. So, authors should provide 

 references for the mentioned paragraphs.    

 I think the methods section is not recognized, and there aren't enough details to 

replicate the study and there wasn't any proposed data analysis technique. Furthermore, 

most of references in materials and methods are old and need to be updated. 

 The authors presented the data in an appropriate way, tables are relevant and clearly 

presented, appropriate unites. Titles, columns, and rows labelled correctly and clearly.  
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