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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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

 

The manuscript has serious deficiencies from the 
scientific standpoint. In order to sustain my 
opinion: 

1. It lacks rproducibility.  The authors do 
not declare the way samples were 
adquired, nor number or replicates. 

2. Methodology employed is quite ambiguos 
and lacks the minimum standars of 
reporting methodology. 

3. No statistical considerations are made 
about result figures. 

4. Results are not presented in a scintific 
way, and the manuscrip has not text only 
tables and figures. 

5. Authors do not have a clear idea of how 
results have to be analyzed. in some of the 
techniques reported they refered to 
"seeds" and they are analyzing frog 
tissues. 

6. Methos and techniques used for analysis 
have serious deficiencies as how these 
should be reported in a proper scientifica 
matter. 
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7. The manuscript has serious language 
problems and in some parts is difficult to 
understain. 

Manuscripts such as this can be return to authors, 
previous to send them to reviewers, at least to be 
presented in a minimum acceptable way. 
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