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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

The idea and work behind the paper seems to be pretty sound and intresting

The paper is not ok. It is suggested to correct its structure. The structuring of the
paper is completely wrong. Even the references do not follow a proper referencing
style. The equations used need to be better organised and their presentation
improved. Finally the discussion needs to be rewritten. A good conclusion should be
added to the end of the paper. Again why are the results stated at the start of the
paper??? Normally these are put at the end.

Kindly correct and greatly improve the layout of the paper!

| am requesting that the author/s rewrite the paper in a better style and format. The
equations need to be tidied up and improved. Why not use some form of
numbering?

Conclusions are a must.

Add more references and improve the reference style.

ALSO THERE ARE NO REFERENCES IN THE PAPER MAIN TEXT. KINDLY ADD
THESE TOO!

Minor REVISION comments

More marks would have been given had the paper been in a better format. It needs to be
redone from scratch. Although the work is good.

Optional/General comments

PART 2:

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 ves, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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