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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 research outcome may be helpful to the concerned community but need more detail 
study with scale up.  
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The abstract is very brief and need to be more comprehensive 
 
 
Yes the subsections are appropriate  
 
The research topic chosen in the present manuscript is relevant to the problem as addressed 
and scientifically correct as per the results and discussion. 
References are sufficient 
 
 
The result and discussion section is not properly constructed. Insufficient data presentation and 
lacking of any statistical analysis.  
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