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Reviewer’s comment 

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

corrects the manuscript and highlights that part 

in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 

should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory  

REVISION comments 

 

1) What are scientific contributions of current paper's content? 

2)  The description of the test is not clear.  

3) How to prove the correctness of the results? 

4) Why choose those combined ratio for sample preparation? 

5) The details of the experimental results should be further 

explained. 

 

Minor 

 REVISION comments 

 

 

1) Perhaps I misunderstand the sufficient contributions here, 

but it indicates that the authors have done a poor job illustrating 

them. 

2) How to conduct experiment ? The amounts of specimens, 

the method of measurement, and how to obtain a specimen, are 

not clearly stated. 

3) How to prove the correctness of the results? 

4) Why choose those combined ratio for sample preparation? 

The details of the experimental results should be further 

explained. 

 

Optional/General  

comments 

 
The structure of this paper is somewhat confusion.   

 

 

Note: Anonymous Reviewer   


