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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 abstract was poorly written from the aim of the study. The abstract should be 
written in simple past tenses. The introduction was short and more recent materials 
should be added to improve the manuscript. The data and information provided by 
the manuscript were not separated and analysis of variation was not included. The 
authors should work on anova and separation of means. The English Language 
presentation needs improvement. 
 
The author should re-write the abstract. In the current form the manuscript is not 
suitable for publication 
 

 
Abstract already rewritten with simple past tense. The introduction 
already added with most recent materials.  
 
Formaldehyde levels, pH can’t be analysed with statistical test because 
method that used in this research was experimental with 5 treatments 
and data obtained in duplo not a Completely Randomized Design 
(doesn’t have a repetition so couldn’t work on anova), only analysed in 
descriptive.  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

The data and information provided by the manuscript were not separated and 
analysis of variation was not included. The authors should work on anova and 
separation of means 
 
 

Formaldehyde levels, pH can’t be analysed with statistical test because 
method that used in this research was experimental with 5 treatments 
and data obtained in duplo not a Completely Randomized Design 
(doesn’t have a repetition so couldn’t work on anova), only analysed in 
descriptive. 

Optional/General comments 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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