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1: Review Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s feedback  

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 

 
 
 
1. yes 
 
 
 
 
2. yes 
 
 
 
 
 
3. no 
 
 
 
 
4. no, there is no subsections in the results 
section.  
 
 
 
5. yes 
 
 
 
6. some are recent, but there are obsolete 

 



 

 

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) 
 

references stipulated by the authors.  
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Although this is a good study, the author failed to 
clearly state the gap of the study, significance or even 
the objectives. There are no specific methods used by 
the author/s for the data collection. The conclusion is 
also unclear. Further, the author also makes claims 
that are not supported by the data from the study and 
other studies. The author failed to discuss the results of 
the study. 
 
For specific comments, please refer to the attached 
manuscript. I trust that the author can see the pattern in 
my comments and apply these comments to the 
entirety of the paper and not just the ones that I 
highlighted.  
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