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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 
 
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 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) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The abstract is not comprehensive. 
 
Could not be evaluated because of the poor English. 
 
It is scientifically relevant 
 
 
The number of references is sufficient, but only few are current 
 
 
 
The article does not have the following sections: Literature review and Recommendations. 
The two sections should be added. 
 
 

 
The comments and suggestions of the Reviewer 
have added much to the quality of the manuscript. 
Therefore, we hereby thank and we also highly 
appreciate the efforts of the Reviewer. 
 
We have revised the abstract of the manuscript and 
highlighted the sections where it is necessary to take 
actions. 
 
We have reread the manuscript and we have tried to 
improve the language and we also considered all the 
notes on the word file which was attached by the 
Reviewer. Moreover, we highlighted these parts. 
 
We hereby thank the Reviewer because the 
manuscript has been found scientifically relevant by 
the Reviewer. 
 
We thank the Reviewer that he or she had found the 
references sufficient.  
 
We formatted the manuscript following the most used 
sections in the articles on the journal along with the 
journal’s layout requirements. Literature review and 
recommendations are given in the introduction, 
findings and discussion; and conclusions sections 
respectively. 
 
We have reconsidered the references after the 
Reviewer’s comments. However, the references 
cannot be given in alphabetical order as noted in the 
word file which is attached by the Reviewer. As a 
result of journal’s layout requirements, we had to give 
the references in serial numbering format. 
 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

 
 
The language/English is not suitable for scholarly communication. 
 
 
 

We have reread the manuscript and we have tried to 
improve the language in accordance with the notes 
mentioned by the Reviewer in his or her word file 
which is attached to the reviewer’s comments. We 
have changed the title of the manuscript. 
Nevertheless, we highlighted the parts revised 
throughout the manuscript. 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The manuscript should be given to a native English speaker to re-write. 
 
 

 
The necessary upgrading is realized on the 
manuscript and the quality of the language has been 
improved as much as possible. 
 
We have considered all of the comments and taken 
actions where it is necessary. All revised and 
reconsidered sections are highlighted in the 
manuscript. 
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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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