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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 
 

 
In their discretion, this article is a "short research articles", but does not conform the journal model. I 
suggest adapting the criteria because this confusion make the reviewer's job difficult. For example, number 
of the words, number of the references and way to quote, number of the figures and others. 
To review citations especially those in quotation marks, as they require a page number. 
Better describe the methodology and cite the authors who guide the execution of the research. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
The questionnaire had 25 questions (open-ended) and took about 10 minutes per participant I'm complete. - I don't 
know if I agree with this statement, 25 open questions spend more time. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
It did a great job, but it could bring a more focused conclusion to what was discussed and emphasize the benefits of 
the study. I suggest reviewing and synthesizing because it seems to me to have lost focus on the real reason for the 
research. 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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