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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 
 

 
1. Abstract first line is to be written again. Definition of uncertainity means to be written again in 

proper language 
2. One section on important definitions and literature review to be included 
3. Introduction is to be written again. Authors should specify the work done by others, what they 

did, how they get motivation to write this paper. Last paragraph of introductions should give 
organization of the paper. Like, in first section we present this, …in section ii , we present 
this…. 

4. One must write down the future prospects of the paper in conclusion. 
5. Acknowledgements if any, should be provided after conclusion. 
6. Very old and very few references are given. Plz include new developments in this field. And 

include that in introduction part.  
7. Write the conclusion part again, clearly specifying the work done by authors and how it is 

different from other researchers’ work. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Fourth line in abstract has a typographical error. 
In section 2: instead of “our results”, write “theoretical development. 
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