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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 
 

 
 
The standard abstract definition for a research paper is “An abstract is a short statement 
about your paper designed to give the reader a complete, yet concise, understanding of 
your paper's research and findings. It is a mini-version of your paper.” Therefore, abstract 
should be a summary of the research paper in one paragraph.  A good abstract should be 
in one paragraph and should not exceed 250 words.  Author should follow a standard 
format. Reviewers argument to authors, “Rewrite the Abstract”  
 
In the results and discussion parts it is obvious to discuss about findings from the research. 
There should be tables, figures, graphs or formulas to describe the findings. There are 
standard formats and guidelines available to formulate Result and discussion section of a 
research paper. The literature review section is not similar to Result and discussion. In 
this manuscript, The Result and Discussion section is likely to Literature review section and 
therefore confusing. Authors should take care and concern about the dilemma.   
 
Study area should be located by Mapping. General reader would be wondered where the 
research location is and how the area interpret. Reviewers argument to authors “ Please 
provide Map or pictures of the study location”   
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Full of the manuscript is tiring and hard to read without any graphical or pictorial 
presentation.  
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
  

http://ditdo.in/arjass
https://www.journalarjass.com/index.php/ARJASS/editorial-policy


 

Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (10-04-2018)  

 
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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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