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 Reviewer’s comment  Author’s comment  (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 
should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments   
Minor  REVISION comments 
 

Overall, the research interpretations and conclusions 
were fully supported by the experimental data and 
appropriate methodologies. The following are 
comments to improve understanding of the article’s 
contents: 

(1) Abstract: Although they were described in the 
“Materials and Methods” section, the terms 
RFD, hRFD, and dRFD should be spelled out 
since they appear for the first time in the 
manuscript. 

(2) Some cited literatures in the text are not listed 
in the “Reference List” (e.g., c; Bremner and 
Kenny, 1996; Jackson or Jackson et al., 1973; 
etc). 

(3) Very minimal discussion of the “RESULTS” 
unless this is the format/style (SUMMARY AND 
CONCLUSIONS) that is required by the 
journal. 

 
See some statements in the text. 

1. The said terms were properly spelled 
out. 

2. The following cited literatures were 
listed in the reference list except 
Bremner and Kenny, 1996 beacause it 
was not included in the research 
article. 

3. I discussed the result part in proper 
way. 

Optional /General  comments 
 

Authors should seek the advice of an English 
editor/proof reader to enhance understanding and 
clarity of some statements in the text (e.g., mixture of 
sentence tenses; appropriate use of singular or plural 
terms; active or passive voice; etc.).  

I  checked all the grammatical portion 
appropriately. 

 


