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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) 
 

 
 
 

 The relevance of the topic makes the manuscript quite important to the scientific 
community. 

 The title is indeed suitable and relevant. 
 
 

 Some important aspects to make the abstract more comprehensive and impactful 
need re-visit. (See in-text comments). 
 

 Fairly appropriate but those on ‘Methodology’ and those on ‘Discussion of Results’ 
could be consolidated. 
 

 Not until the analysis is made statistically meaningful e.g. no claim of statistical 
significance could be made on the bases of mere descriptive statistics. The tables 
should also be self-explanatory and statistically meaningful! 
 

 References are adequate and fairly recent but must be edited as per editorial 
requirements. 
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1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

 
 

 Quite good language style used although moderate language editing could be useful. 
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 Attend to all in-text comments 
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