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Compulsory REVISION comments   
Minor REVISION comments 
 

The short research article should be published after 
minor revision as present an important result for 
different scientific approaches using fish cell culture. I 
will list below a few recommendations to the authors:  
1- In the line 26 the authors give us the information of 
which kind o cells will be used on the experiment 
(caudal fin tissue), they should explain here why they 
choosed it.  
2 - In Material and Methods only on 2.4 section there is 
a reference for the methodology used. The sections 2.1 
to 2.3 were based on others articles or is a new 
approach?  
3 - The authors should give a better image quality 
(higher magnification or with better resolution) the 
explanation that is given to figure 1 is very poor, they 
must include more information about each one of the 
pictures, just like what is relevant on that picture and if 
it is possible compare one to another, for example.  
4- Check the reference number 1 (year 1952 or 1962?) 
5- Is there a ethical protocol approved for this 
experiment? Include on the text.  
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