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The concept of the work was good and effort had been made by the author to collect 
the data. The results were tabulated.  
The discussion part lacks little and can be enhanced more with recent literature 
support. 
 
The work is simply a data collection.  
The scientific concept could have been added. 
The author can concentrate more on survey cum scientific work and that will be more 
useful. 
 

 

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

communications? 

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) 
 
 

 
 
 

 



 

Review Form 1.7 

Created by: DR               Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM     Version: 1.7 (15-12-2022)  

 
Reviewer Details: 
 
Name: V. N. Meena Devi 
Department, University & Country Noorul Islam Centre for Higher Education, India 
 


