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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the 

manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is 
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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) 
 

Review Comments 

Follow the guidelines and format of the journal for the abstract and other sections of the  paper. The 
Abstract is poorly written. It requires to be improved.   

The author (s) have put up introduction part appropriately. The last two paragraphs of this part can 
be merged together and the objective could be set with better background. Presently, the setting of 
objective background is not upto mark. 

Although there are many methods for estimation of LGP, the authors have employed appropriate 
and standard methods. Methodology appears to be okay. 

Results and discussion part is sparsely written. Table 2 can be presented in Fig,. Remove Table 4. 
The text of result is not upto the mark.  Table 6 is not mentioned in the text. Whole result and 
discussion part should be recast in order to have a better presentation.  

Literature of the paper is poorly built and there are several grammatical mistakes.  

It is advised to go through the paper word by word and line by line to ensure error free manuscript. 

The paper may be accepted for publication upon correction and revision as suggested. 
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