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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)

2. lIs thetitle 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 topic of the research is practical and contemporary

The whole document needs extensive proofreading and editing

The abstract is clear. It reflects the paper’s content and intended objective.

Keywords are good

The introduction and background are adequate and are validated with relevant reported
research. Proofreading is needed [see attached scanned Manuscript]. Add missing

citations to the ref list

The methodology representation is adequate but very brief.

The results are fine in their Table forms and adequate for the discussion to reach the

paper’s objective

The discussion is adequate and validated by the reported literature for comparison

purposes.
The conclusion is adequate

Recommendations are adequate

Review the references’ write-up carefully for consistency, and completeness, and to
match the Journal’s requirements. Make sure to add the missing citations to the list

Proofreading and editing are needed

Minor REVISION comments

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

Optional/General comments
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