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Review Form 1.7

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)

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript
appropriate?

Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?
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)

First

ogkrwnE

of

Yes, itis.

Yes, itis.

It can be improved.

Yes, itis.

It can be improved.

It can be improved.

all  would like to thank you for this opportunity to review this interesting and

current manuscript.

Although the manuscript can be improved in the following aspects:

In the abstract, perhaps the research gap covered should be justified, since it is not
clear to the reader, and the methodology used could be mentioned more clearly,
since it is not clearly specified.

In the introduction section, the research gap covered should be justified in greater
detail in the same way that this same proposal is made for the abstract, and more
emphasis could be placed on the objective of the research, since it is difficult to
understand what the authors' objective is, and it is also recommended to add a
small paragraph describing the parts of the research that will be analyzed.
Congratulations because the authors make a brief review of the literature. However,
it is too short and with references that are not very updated and current, since much
more has been written on the subject in the current years and most of the citations
that appear in this section date from 2012 or even 2000. | advise that it has been
updated with more current citations included in the same way in the journal in which
it is intended to be published. All this will lead to describe a research gap that is
covered by the manuscript which is also not described in this literature review
section. Especially in section two one and two two it would be necessary to apply
this recommendation. Double congratulations to the author is because within this
section the research hypotheses that are intended to be covered from the literature
review performed have been described.

Within the methodology section | advise that Figure 1 be clearly specified because it
is not understandable to the reader. In addition, it would be necessary to mention
not only the title but also the source from which the figure was obtained.

The results section begins with a descriptive table that makes the reader get lost, as
the section begins with a paragraph describing what is going to be done in this
section, and the source of the commentary that can be applied to all the tables in the
manuscript does not appear in this table. | recommend that this aspect be reviewed
in all the tables and figures of the manuscript. Similarly, the description of tables
two and three, for example, is not clearly specified since it is only briefly mentioned
in a small paragraph. | suggest that the content be explained more clearly in the
same way as itis donein tables 4 and 5.

Regarding the conclusion and recommendations section, the objective of the
manuscript is clearly identified; however, | would advise including a small paragraph
describing the research gap covered by the manuscript.

| congratulate the authors because the results and the main recommendations
derived from the manuscript are clearly specified; however, a small allusion to the
limitations of the future line of research derived from this investigation is missing.

Minor REVISION comments

1.

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

Yes, itis.

Optional/General comments
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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)
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