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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 
 
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) 
 

According to the topic of the article in question, it is associated with some writing problems. 
But it can be a good article provided that the respected authors include many corrections in 
the article. That in the introduction section, the writing is very dumb and a little out of the 
topic of the article, which can be caused by the author's inaccuracy in the writing of the 
article. 
Correct writing should be used throughout the article. For example, when talking about the 
data used, all the data should be explained in one section. Which can be seen in the whole 
article. It shows that the intellectual order is not seen in the authors of the article. 
 
The results section is very weak and summarized on one page and only by giving a few 
paragraphs of statistical results and tables and graphs that about one third of the studied 
areas were below average. The authors, citing one page, concluded that this model is 
excellent in the region. Without examining other factors such as natural climatic factors 
and... The region, or examining this model for more years, or comparing it with other 
models, they have achieved these results with only one year. Definitely call this model the 
best in the abstract. That the method of scientific conclusion is not correct. It is hoped that 
serious corrections will be applied in this section and even in all sections of the article. 
The article should be the result of accurate and appropriate scientific work so that its results 
can be presented and evaluated. As a result, according to the things mentioned in the article 
and explanations, the article is very unreasonable and misleading in terms of scientific 
structure. It is hoped that the article will be fundamentally revised with the decision of the 
respected editor. and then be re-evaluated. 
 

 

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

communications? 
 

The structure of the English text of the article is good. 
 
 

 

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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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