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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) 
 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

1. Author has to check the used tenses in the part of entire methodology. It seems like 
given in future tense which usually developed with past. Eg. 1st sentence in the 2nd 
paragraph of 3.2. 

2. The research questions have not fulfilled as findings of the study.  
3. Interpretation below the tables simply cited the tables as 'The above table' instead of 

mentioning the number of table. Author has to check it and cite it properly. 
4. 2.1 under literature review is not to be given there. Just move it to introduction part 

or skip it. 
5. The study is hugely lacks of data with analytical reports which make  cross checking 

with given research questions and objectives. 
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