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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
The manuscript requires major changes.

The manuscript’s abstract needs to be thoroughly revised. The scope of the study
must be properly highlighted.

Author(s) need to advice similar papers in order to improve the overall presentation
of their work.

The Introduction section of the manuscript requires extensive revision. The authors
need to expand the review of literature that is relevant to their study. The aim of the
study needs to be properly highlighted and justified.

Results are not presented properly. Mainly, it is because the presentation of results
lacks any description, author(s) only show tables.

Validation of method must be fully showed by an extensive analysis of figures of
merit such as selectivity, linearity, limit of detection, limit of quantitation, etc.
Although, some of those parameters were mentioned on document, experimental
evidence is not presented and discussed properly.

The abstract and Introduction are reversed as advised by the reviewer
The result is updated.
The Validation of method, analysis of figures of merit such as selectivity,
linearity, limit of detection, limit of quantitation, were re-visited though some of
the pointed information’s were mentioned in the in the document.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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