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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. lIs thettitle 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)

Yes, this manuscript is definitely important for the scientific community. Of course, if its
defects are fixed.

Yes it's good. But in my opinion, it is better to mention the descriptiveness of the research
and also the case study in the subtitle.

The abstract is good. But it is very flawed when it comes to methodology. Also, there is not
enough expression to the community, data collection tools and methods.

Yes, They are appropriate. But the explanation of each subsection is not enough.
Yes, the manuscript is generally correct. But it is acceptable as a summary report. Because
it has only been described in a simple way and no special tools and methods have been

used to prove the desired hypothesis.

| think the references used are sufficient for the needs of this manuscript.

Minor REVISION comments

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

Yes, it is suitable.

Optional/General comments

While thanking the researcher for his efforts, | strongly recommend that the goal/question or
hypothesis be clearly defined to strengthen the manuscript. The variables should be defined
accurately and the question should be answered with appropriate tools and methods or the
correctness/falseness of the hypothesis should be proved. If only a descriptive analysis is done or a
case report is considered, it is necessary to clarify.
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