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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) 
 

 
1. The manuscript presents the issue widely and can be considered highly valuable in 

the research area.  
2. The title is appropriate for the subject which it studies.  
3. The abstract is comprehensive, presenting all the necessary information for a 

general reader. We recommend that the author provide different keywords than 
those in the article’s title to give the reader a larger perspective on the subject from 
the beginning. 

4. The author managed to review the issues and endow the data and information 
appropriately to give the reader a complete perspective.  

5. The manuscript provides all the necessary information to be considered 
scientifically correct; it is precise and follows the values and scientific methods.  

6. The references are not just sufficient and recent ; they are also from different regions 
of the world, and their comparative presentation gives the article a plus.   

 
 
 

 

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

communications? 
 

 
1. The author proved to have a large knowledge of English the language flow if suitable for 

scholars. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

We appreciate de research transversality.  
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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 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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