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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
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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) 
 

 
1. Yes, this finding has a good information 
 
 
2. Yes, it is suitable. 
 
 
3. Yes, however, the “AIM” is  too long and does not reflect the AIM. 
 
4. Yes 
 
5. Yes 
 
6. Yes, but 17 of 38 references were published in more than 10 years, so it is 

better to change with the newest references 
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1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 

Yes, the quality of the language is good, but it is suggested to change some 
sentences which use plural first-person pronouns (“we”, "our", and "us") --> into 
passive sentences. 
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