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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

  

Minor  REVISION comments 
 

The article in its structure and overall content requires 
improvement. 
 
1- In the introduction of level: 
 
* I think the authors must explain further the problem 
that justifies the realization of this research. 
 
2- At the Methodology: 
 
* Authors should explain in more detail the method of 
random sampling, since in the methodology the authors 
speak about a  random drawing animals. 
 
* It is also necessary to mention the statistical tests 
used for comparison between regions and the authors 
must putting the p values. 
 
3- In terms of results: 
 
* You must see Table 1. The total numbers are not 
correct and not consistent with the total of 368 cited by 
the authors. 
 
* Also, I think that authors must add a conclusion to the 
article. 
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* At the Reference 1, add the site consultation date. 
 
* The references 3-11 and 18 are not correct and 
presentations with this, they mean nothing. This 
requires each of the references, present the content or 
the title of the document. 
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