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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1 abstract is written well. It is self-Explanatory. 
2, Introduction part: It presents interesting information but it is also very short. I suggest 
adding information about similar studies for the region or close countries. The author can also 
contextualize more the study on this section. 
3 Methodology: The research method is scientific and precisely.  It is thoroughly 
described. If the author could add a table or something that can help us understand more. it 
would be great!  
4 a) I like the results, but the section also needs improvement. Graphics should be 
remade with proper software. The way the information is presented within parenthesis 
is not adequate I believe, please revise that too. 
b) I think the section 3.2 of the manuscript is methodology rather than result. Please 
rearrange this part specially the mathematical equation to the methodology part. 
5 Discussion:    
This is where I believe the paper needs the most improvement. I missed other studies and 
how they are similar (or not) to this one. What are the similar findings for near countries 
(regions). The paper would greatly benefit from more detailed information on previous studies 
for the region and whereabouts. Even though, the manuscript shows good result it is not 
discussed well. Please discuss your findings. 
 6 conclusions:  Seems enough and OK. 
7 Bibliography/References 
It seems OK! 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The paper has potential and with a few improvements can be accepted by the Journal. The 
English language needs some reviewing. The paper is fairly well written/organized and the 
subject is suitable for publication. 
Finally: The subject addressed is within the scope of the journal. Generally, the paper is fairly 
well organized. Abstract, Introduction, Method, and Discussion are to the point. But it 
comprises negligible mistakes which revised by the reviewer. As a final verdict, I am pleased 
to recommend the revised version of the manuscript for publication. 
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