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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 review article on Disaster Victim Identification and the role of 
anthropology in the process is written in grammatically correct English, 
follows a logical order of narration, is easy to read, provides essential facts 
and may be successfully utilized as an introductory source in education. It 
consists of total 11 pages, including the list of 26 references. The Abstract 
section is not structured but it mirrors the main information contained in the 
article.  
The structure of the text is convoluted - not following strictly the standard 
accepted widely among scientific journals (introduction, material and 
methods, results, discussion, conclusion); there are too many sections and 
their headers which may cause confusion in the Readers. 
The main issue with the text is that its topic does not fully fit into the scope of 
topics raised in the Journal - as there is only, if any, a marginal mention of 
pharmaceutical scientific problems in the article; therefore it shall be 
considered if it would not be advisable to pass it for publication in some 
more topic-adjusted Journal. 
The use of references needs to be improved - it is not an acceptable practice 
to support one statement with numerous references without pointing at what 
each of this sources adds to the merit (e.c. “...for long term sampling 
[1],[2],[3],[4],[5].”, “...mortuary[7],[8],[9],[10].”) 
There are total 26 scientific sources on the references list but the Authors 
used in the text only the sources numbered from 1 to 20. The rest of the 
sources seems to be lacking any references in the article.  
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