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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) 
 

 
The results of this study raise several questions that make the results doubtful. The 
discussion in this article is also very lacking so that it has not been properly answered why 
such research results were obtained 
Please see the comments I gave to the manuscript to see the results of a more detailed 
review 
 There are several grammar errors in the manuscript. It is advisable to do proofreading on the 

manuscript 

 The state of the art and gap analysis from this research need to be sharpened 

 Use updated references. Some of the references you used are old 

 Explain in the manuscript about the weaknesses of this study 

 In Conclusion, explain the benefits of this study and suggestions for further research 

 Research methods need to be more detailed 
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