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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the
article. 3

The title is adequate but needs some corrections to be taken into account
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results. 3




Methods and results are OK, but the objects need some clarifications
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3

Grammatical errors and spelling mistakes issue is acceptable, but need to be

improved

4. The study methods are explained clearly.

3,5

The methodology is acceptable

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors.

The results need to be more explained

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and
supported by the content.

2,5

The conclusion is not more accurate according to results obtained

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate.

The references are comprehensive, but the author must reduce them

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

All the corrections are made directly in the text. | want the authors to have a deep
look at on the results and the discussion. Especially for the discussion | recommend to
the authors to follow the three steps needed for a good performance, (i) Summarize
the results, (ii) Give your own scientific interpretation and (iii) compare their results

to others authors.

Finally, it is about to take into account all the corrections made in the manuscript.

EUROPEAN SCIENTIFIC JOURNAL SXES)|




