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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 

 

In the current research paper, the authors develop and 

characterize new mathematical model for evaluation of 

bone and bone marrow after EMF radiation, followed by 

computer simulation of the data obtained, as well as 

comparison of the results for both biological tissues.  

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

The model, developed by the authors, provides a 

possibility for establishment of some features or changes 

in the assessed biological parameters, which couldn’t be 

established by other methods applied. 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

Sincerely recommend the current research paper be 

published in the current issue of “Physical Science 

International Journal”, after minor corrections 

 

 

a list with suggested by me corrections, where the 
proposed corrections are with "blue" letters, what I 
think should be added, and in "green" letters, what 
I think should be said on another way, as well as 
for a while the full text of the current paper (as a 
PDF-file). 

All review notes are considered and 

implemented in the revised version. 

Thank you sir for revising my work. 

 

 


