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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 

 

 

• Abstract and Introduction look fine. 
• The author is recommended to highlight the 

novelty of the current study. 
• How the authors create 32 runs with 4 factor 

using CCD? CCD with 4 
factors/independents variables usually gave 
30 (without block) and 31 (with block) 
treatments/runs. How 32 treatments have 
been proposed? 

• Data analysis only for oil recovery/yield? 
How about other responses which the 
author mentioned in the methodology 
? totally incomplete data analysis, no 
validation data was reported to justify the 
optimum point. How the authors found the 
optimum point? The methodology did not 
describe the optimization and validation by 
CCD well.  

• The second paragraph of section 2.2.6 has 
been taken from another reference; while 
the authors are recommended to refer to 
original reference in this section.  

• Where is Table including R2, p-value of 
regression and p-value of lack of fit test as 
well as regression coefficients for all 
independent variable terms? 

• The equation is just initial model including 
both significant and insignificant terms. 
Why the author did not fit the final reduced 
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model? The author must rewrite the final 
reduced models for target response and 
rewrite the results and discussion again. 

• There is insufficient discussion to support 
the observation. 

• Conclusion is too short; the major 
achievement of the current study should be 
indicated. The author is advised to 
recommend or suggest something for 
further study.  

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

- 

 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

 
I recommend the extensive revision for the 
current manuscript. The manuscript should be 
checked with the statistician before re-
submission.  
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