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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) 
 

 
 
Yes 
 
 
 
Ok 
 

The abstract must not contain abbreviations. The objectives of the research is not 
outlined clearly. The abstract has to have problem statement, objectives, methods, 
results and conclusion that outlines the whole manuscript 
The introduction is too sketchy and short. The problem statement and objectives is 
not there. What is the importance and significant of during this research? Try expand 
further 
Do not include your results in the introduction section. You mave your results to the 
result section 
 
In the methods or experimental sections, it is best just to highlight the methods done 
for the research here. Do not combine your results in the experimental section. Your 
table of results can be put in results section. Kindly separate them. 
 
Result section is too short. Try to unite the results from the introduction, methods 
section and put it in the results section. 
 
Discussion section is missing. In the discussion section, you have to review the 
journals that have done similar studies and discuss the similar findings in your 
research which can clarify the results that you have obtained. You can also 
discussed the differences attained in the other journals and compare them to your 
results. How significant is your result?  
 
The conclusion section, would have answered your objectives. How would the 
conclusion be of help in the scientific field in the future. 
 

Yes 
 
 
 

The references are all outdated. Try to have references which are up to date, about 5 
years before 2024. Keep to 1 form of formatting for the references as instructed in  
the authors guideline. The titles of the journal used in the references were not there. 
 

 

 

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

communications? 
 

 
 
On the whole, the grammar requires correction. Suggestion for proofreading if possible 
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Optional/General comments 
 

 
Well done. The ideas are interesting and innovative. However the manuscript requires major 
revision and correction to make it superb. Good luck and all the best! 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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