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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 Manuscript is very interesting, however it needs a lot of serious corrections. 
 
1- It is necessary to format the entire manuscript, lacking the basics: 
Consulting the magazine's standards is essential. 
1.2- The words are together, serious error. 
1.3- Errors in measurement units, lack of correct separation. 
1.4-Format all figures and tables (correct the words, serious error). 
1.5-Insert legends on figures, better description of figures and tables. 
1.6-Format manuscript font size. 
 
2. Some corrections were inserted in the text, but I believe that authors should be more attentive and rewrite the 
manuscript more carefully, there are serious errors. 
3. Maybe if the authors had inserted a number of lines and pages, it would be easier to suggest changes in an easier 
way. 
4. Improve the title. 
5. Rewrite the Introduction. 
 
6. Check the Materials and Methods 
7. Rewrite Results. 
 
8. Better explain the statistics used in data processing. 
 
9. Rewrite the Discussion, deepen the discussion and seek new references. 
 
10. Rewrite the Conclusion, it needs to have more scientific basis. 
 
11. What is the importance of this manuscript? 
What he brings new to the scientific community. 
It would be interesting for the authors to insert more new information than the work brings, to enhance. 
 
12. Redo the references, are wrong, follow a pattern. I suggest looking for the standards of the Magazine. 

I suggest rewriting the manuscript more carefully, following the international and specific standards of the journal. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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