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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 
 

 
 
My comments :  

 
1. Materials & methods   

1. Poor the suitability and technical standards of the methods. 
2. Poor sufficient details of the methods. 
3. Process should be provided with principle scientific data so that  
    Another researcher is able to reproduce the experiments described. 

2. Results  
1.  The data not well controlled and robust. 
 2.  Authors should provide relevant and current references during  
      discussion. 

3. Discussion and conclusions  
1. Should be based on actual facts supported with figures.  
2. Conclusion not supported by the data, discussed inside the  
     manuscript.  
3. Authors should provide adequate proof for their claims without   
      overselling them and clarifying it scientifically . 
4. All the references cited are not relevant and adequate.  

 
5. My suggestions for Editorial Decision:  
I suggest the authors must be follow the basic rules of scientific research paper 

such as  aim of scope , study design , materials and methods wrote must clarify ( braced 
with references)  , results must supported with pictures and figures accompanied with 
statistical analysis on how they can strengthen their paper to make it acceptable. Also must 
write ethical committee and its number. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
Must be Correct all comments 
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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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As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 
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