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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 An abstract should be viewed as a miniature version of the paper. The abstract should provide a
brief summary of each of the main sections of the paper: introduction, materials and methods,
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? results, and discussion. “An abstract can be defined as a summary of the information in a
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript) document.”
The abstract should state the principal objectives and scope of the investigation, describe the
2. s thetitle of the article suitable? methods employed, summarize the results, and state the principal conclusions. The importance
(If not please suggest an alternative title) of the conclusions is indicated by the fact that they are often given three times: once in the
abstract, again in the introduction, and again in the discussion.
3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? When writing the abstract, examine every word carefully. If you can tell your story in 100 words,
do not use 200. Eco nom ically and scientifically, it doesn’t make sense to waste words.
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? Introduction

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)

Discussion

Much as the methods and the results should correspond to each other, the introduction and the
discussion should function as a pair. At least implicitly, the introduction should have posed one
or more questions. The discussion should indicate what the findings say about the answers.
Failure to address the initial questions commonly afflicts discussions. Be sure the discussion
answers what the introduction asked.

The citation order system is simply a system of citing the references (by number) in the order in
which they appear in the paper.SO to Cite the References.

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

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)

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

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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