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Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the
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Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
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Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have
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explained according to the problems faced, so this manuscript doesn’t have the
important implications for scientific and community.

Yes,itis.

The abstract didn't explain the research objectives, research gap, methods used,
conclusions, and policy implications.So the abstract of this article is not comprehensive.
No, they aren’t. This article didn’t write down research gap, research objectives, and
methode used. The separation between introduction and discussion also is not clear.
Research conclusion is too short, hasn't concluded the existing problems yet.

No, | don't.

This authors didn't write down the references they cited at the end of each paragraph
that are not their findings.
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Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

Check the gramaticall

Optional/General comments

Major Revisions

1.

2.
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5.
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Please, explain your research objectives, methods used, conclusions, and policy
implications.

You shouldn't repeat the same words in the “keywords”.

Please, write down the references you cited at the end of each paragraph that are not
your findings.

Please, write down your research gap, and research objectives in the introduction.
The separation between introduction and discussion is not clear.

ch conclusion is too short, hasn’t concluded the existing problems yet.
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