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PART 1: Review Comments

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

In the topic; ‘adition’ should be ‘addition’.
In the topic; ‘of’ should be place in between different and doses.

Minor REVISION comments

Can the author(s) provide sub themes in the main text to make easy reading?

For evample under matrials and mthods you could have subthemes like; study site,
experimental desgn, coating procedure, determination of certain parameters etc with their
respective analytical standards.

References:

1. Inthe main text represent each reference with a number in parenthesis according
to Author’s instruction of this journal

2. Inthe reference list some of the initials of the authors are in small letters. Please
check all and correct them accordingly.

3. The following are in the in text but not in reference list:
Xavier et al 2015
Pesoa et al 2000
Ziaeyan et al 2009
Marschner, 1991

4. Brazil 2009 should be Brasil 2009
5. Line 322 Acs, Luchese B, Luchese V is in the reference list but in the main text.

Optional/General comments

This was a factorial design with factors (factor 1- 2 methods, factor 2-coating doses)
making it 2x4 factorial CRD. You would have gotten an interaction from the statistical
analysis.Why did you not use this design instead?

Well-written paper and can be considered for publication after these corrections.

Created by: EA Checked by: ME

Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (10-04-2018)




Q)
SCIENCEDOMAIN international Al 7

. ; b 9. |
WWwWw.sciencedomain.org . Lf Y
SDI Review Form 1.6
PART 2:
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)

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper.
Kindly see the following link:

http://sciencedomain.org/archives/20
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