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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) 
 
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) 
 

 
 

 

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

The topic of the research is practical and contemporary 
 
The abstract is adequate. It mentions the objective of this study, then the methodology followed, then the results, and ends 
with implications.  
Needs proofreading [see suggestions] 
Keywords are adequate 
 
The introduction is adequate and validated with reported research or references to validate the concepts. 
Overall, this section is adequate to build on the next parts of the research with clarity of purpose. Add how is this paper 
divided. 
The methodology is adequate, clear, and streamlined. Some proofreading and comments are suggested. Besides, there is 
an important suggestion for the paper to support its reliability [see suggestion including its validation with references, marked 
at the end of the paper]. 
The results are clear, with adequate data tables. Good to support the discussion. However, watch for the correction of the 
Symbol for Pearson’s R [not P, which confuses the interpretation]. See details as comments. 
The discussion is adequate, clear, and streamlined. It is validated by the reported literature. However, needs proofreading 
and editing [see suggestions in the attached Manuscript] 
The conclusion is adequate.  
Limitations are not reported??? Must add 
Review carefully the write-up of the references for consistency, completeness, and to match the Journal’s 
requirements [I helped here to find the right references as you observe in the red-marked ones]. The last ones are 
proposed/suggested addition to support the reliability of your study. You need to add the references that are 
needed to support your work as well in some sections throughout the paper, marked in the text as comments 
 
Proofreading is needed [see suggestions] 
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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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