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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 

 

  

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

-The abstract is very developed (there are many 

sections in the abstract; the authors should synthetize 

information’s.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

-The information’s  presented in tables 1 and 2 can be 

synthetize 

 

 

L301: it’s 3.2 and not 3 on the title of this section   

 

Thank you for the comments made, but at the same time, 

we have some concerns, please note that the reviewer. 

When writing the abstract, we have tried to comply with 

all the rules and traditions of the BJEMT. As you can see, 

all of the articles that are published in this journal, have 

the same structure and volume abstract. We think that in 

this article the structure and volume of abstracts is 

designed in accordance with the requirements and 

practices of the journal. In this connection, ask the 

reviewer to consider our views and leave abstract 

unchanged. 

Synthesis of Tables 1 and 2 will be difficult, because it is 

on the results of various scientific and technical programs. 

Common in these tables is the only review period - 2008-

2012. In our opinion, the combination of these two tables 

will result in cumbersome and inconvenient for 

perception presents the results of two different research 

programs. We ask the reviewer to allow leave to present 

the results of the two programs in different tables. 

 

L301: Yes, we agree, it is 3.3. Corrections made. 
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