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Compulsory REVISION comments 
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importance of this manuscript for the scientific 
community. Why do you like (or dislike) this 
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be 
required for this part. 
 

The contribution to knowledge is appropriate.  

Is the title of the article suitable? 
(If not please suggest an alternative title) 

 

This title of the article suitable.  

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do 
you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some 
points in this section? Please write your 
suggestions here. 

 

The abstract as a description of paper is appropriate.  
 

 

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 
appropriate? 

Subsection and structure is appropriate.  
 

 

Please write a few sentences regarding the 
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do 
you think that this manuscript is scientifically 
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 
sentences may be required for this part. 

Contribution academic debate is appropriate.  
Research/study methods is appropriate. 
The Discussion and conclusion is appropriate. 
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Reference list Sufficient and properly referenced.  
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Is the language/English quality of the article 
suitable for scholarly communications? 

 

 
 The standard of English is very good. 
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Fit to the scope of the journal. 
Relevant and clarity of drawing graphs and tables is appropriate. 
The abstract as a description of paper is appropriate.  
The number of keywords is appropriate. 
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