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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? 1. It may be important if the author(s) go back to the raw data and perform the correct
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript) o o } . ] . ] .
statistical analyses, expand the bibliographic review, clarify Material and Methods in detail and
2. Is theftitle of the article suitable? carry out further discussion. Much information that was reported in Results and Discussion was not
(If not please suggest an alternative title) ) ] ] ] ] )
included in the execution of the manuscript. It is necessary to improve and a lot the text presented,
3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? but with the necessary corrections it is possible to be reassessed.
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 2. Need to be changed. Did you happen to evaluate the 'Economic Feasibility' for indication of
) o o added value! And why quote only the expiry date if so many other attributes are important! The
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? ] ) ) )

author is responsible for the idea of a new title.

6. Arethe references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of | 3, Not understanding. The economy was such that it was impossible to identify what the
additional references, please mention in the review form. . . )

manuscript was proposing by reading only the abstract.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 4. Yes
additional suggestions/comments) ] o ] ) ) ]

5. Not. The abstract, the review of scientific articles, material and methods and the discussion

are extremely poor. The entire manuscript needs to be redone.

6. There are serious errors regarding the use of references. Absence of some cited,

excessive citation not included in the manuscript. There are many up-to-date articles in the field and

the author(s) need to mine these publications.

Minor REVISION comments
Yes
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?
Optional/General comments consult the attached manuscript
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)

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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