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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 
 

 

 Tittle and abstract need to be shortened. 

 In abstract and introduction author used some roman like (i) and (ii), what is its 
mean? 

 A lot of grammatical corrections are there and authors need line-wise-line revision 
of provided manuscript. 

 The reference citation number in text need sequentially citation. 

 In maximum place need spacing too.  

 Author used statistical analysis and but not showing software name. 

 Why was Authors not showing acknowledgements and Conflict of interest? 

 References needs uniformity and text references not listed in full reference look-
on references cited in materials.  
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Optional/General comments 
 

 
The authors need to be taken the manuscript seriously. If authors want to be the article 
publish so it may advised reframe whole manuscript again seriously 
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