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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. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have 

suggestion of additional references, please mention in the 
review form. 

 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to 
provide additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
1. The manuscript is important. 
2. The title is suitable. 
3. The abstract needs some amendment in that it should reflect the significance and gap in 

literature. 
4. The sections are appropriate, though some of them are recommended to merge. 
5. I think that the manuscript is scientifically correct. 
6. The references are sufficient and recent. 
7. The following are to be considered: 

- Editing is recommended. 
- Re-phrase “The study aimed to answer questions related to t..”. The aim was 

mentioned before this phrase. 
- The word ‘respectively’ used in the abstract is used out of context. Remove it as it 

makes no sense here. 
- Very limited use of documentation. There are many paragraphs written with no 

documentations. This is not acceptable. 
- No need for the sections and sub-section in 1.1. Re-write the problem in a form of a 

paragraph merged with the Introduction. 
- The study significance and scope should be re-written as short paragraphs merged 

with the introduction section before the research questions. 
- There is no Literature Review Section. 
- No previous studies are presented to show the gap in the literature. 
- The research design should make it clear if the study is qualitative, quantitative or 

mixed method. 
- Section 3.1.4 “Relevant trainings attended” is no more than a discussion of previous 

studies. Weak section. 
- Reduce section 3.1 the Demographic Profile as much as you can as it is to long for a 

research paper. 
- Also reduce sections 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4. 
- The Implications section is also very long. 
- The Conclusion Section is long. It should be one paragraph. 
- The APA style is highly recommended to use in this study in both in-text citations and 

in listing the references at the end. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 

 
The language is good but needs some editing work. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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