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Reviewer A: 

Recommendation: Resubmit for Review 

 

------------------------------------------------------ 

The TITLE is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 

Titre clair 

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objectives, methods, results, and conclusions. 

Revoir le résumé et utilisez les mots qui conviennent. c'est quoi un objet? 

quel est le dispositif ? 

la description du matériel a pris les 1/4 du résumé ce qui est trop. 

les résultats ne sont pas biens étayés 

There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article. 

A revoir 

The study METHODS are explained clearly. 

dans matériel: précisez la composition des huiles notamment les principes actifs 

le dispositif n'est pas clair, des doses qui varient sans explication. 

utilisez les expressions idéales pour un essai, on parle de bloc, repetition,...... 

si possible mettre le dispositif en image 

il manque l'analyse statistique: avec quel outil vous avez analysez 

l 

The results are clear and do not contain errors. 

trop de confusion 

The CONCLUSION or summary is accurate and supported by the content. 

a revoir 

The list of REFERENCES is comprehensive and appropriate. 

a reprendre et uniformisez. utilisez le guide des auteur 

Please rate the TITLE of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

4 

  

Please rate the ABSTRACT of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

2 

  

Please rate the LANGUAGE of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

2 

  

Please rate the METHODS of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

2 

  

Please rate the RESULTS of this paper. 



[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

3 

  

Please rate the CONCLUSION of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

2 

  

Please rate the REFERENCES of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

2 

  

Overall Recommendation!!! 

Return for major revision and resubmission 

  

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

Revoir le style de rédaction, utilisez les mots agronomique. relire le document en entier. 

------------------------------------------------------ 

 

 

 

------------------------------------------------------ 

Reviewer B: 

Recommendation: Revisions Required 

 

------------------------------------------------------ 

The TITLE is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 

he title has been corrected. Indeed, saying "Comparative effect..................................." does not 

convey that the effects of several different products were compared. 

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objectives, methods, results, and conclusions. 

Yes, it is wel presented 

There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article. 

There are errors in wording and text positioning before figures that are inappropriate. 

The study METHODS are explained clearly. 

Yes, very good 

The results are clear and do not contain errors. 

Yes, good 

The CONCLUSION or summary is accurate and supported by the content. 

The discussion was poorly written. It reads more like a results commentary than a discussion. 

The list of REFERENCES is comprehensive and appropriate. 

Yes 

Please rate the TITLE of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

4 

  

Please rate the ABSTRACT of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 



4 

  

Please rate the LANGUAGE of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

4 

  

Please rate the METHODS of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

5 

  

Please rate the RESULTS of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

5 

  

Please rate the CONCLUSION of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

3 

  

Please rate the REFERENCES of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

4 

  

Overall Recommendation!!! 

Accepted, minor revision needed 

  

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

RAS 
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