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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 
 

There are some major comments should be addressed by authors. Therefore, The 
manuscript could be accepted after addressing these corrections. 

1. The authors should look in details for the wrong words, grammatical errors, 
punctuations, spaces and units throughout the manuscript. In addition, some 
sentences are poorly written. Please change it accordingly. 

2. Abstract: the abstract should comprise of background, aim of the work, 
methodology, significant results and conclusion. Please, correct the abstract 
accordingly. Moreover, (the current study aimed at studying) should be 
corrected to be (the current study aimed to study). Please, could you clarify 
how you studied the optimization via origin software? I think you would say, 
the results was analysed via origin software. The abstract should be carefully 
revised and rewritten.  

3. Materials and methods: you should describe the methodology in details; for 
instance, which substrate did you apply for protease assay? 

4. Results and discussion: the authors are encouraged to discuss and compare 
their results with the previous studies. I found out the authors mentioned 
their results and add a few references without discussion. Please,  this 
section should be supported by recent references. 

 
1. Thank you for your suggestions. All suggestions are addressed in 

revised manuscript. 
2. Thank you for your suggestions. The abstract is re-written in revised 

manuscript. 
3. Discussion is re-written as per your suggestion. 
4. Current references are inserted in discussion section as per your 

suggestion in revised manuscript. 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
 

 
 

 
 


