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the manuscript and highlight that part in the 
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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) 
 

 
1. The manuscript is important for scientific community. So, YES! 

 
 

2. I think the title of this article is suitable. So, YES! 
 
 

3. I am not satisfied to say the abstract of this article is comprehensive. A polite NO, please! 
 
 

4. I am not satisfied to say the subsections and structure are appropriate. And that’s a polite 
NO! 

5. I am not satisfied to say the manuscript is scientifically correct. And that’s also a polite NO! 
6. Sufficiency of the references is determined by the context of the topic and availably 

accessible literature. So, I can’t judge a manuscript based on the number of its references. 
Please find attached: I managed to provide my comments using the “review” panel inside 
the manuscript Microsoft Office file/document entitled Ms_SAJSSE_96182_Revised_JA. 
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