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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 

 

I could only read first 5 pages of the manuscript as it was 

difficult to go further. The manuscript is poorly written. I 

think there is problem with formatting so the words are 

properly spaced. The reference to figure is equally 

confusing. Some simple things which could have been 

said in one line have been unnecessarily expanded. 

 

 The presentation of the manuscript is very poor. I could 

only 

read first 5 pages of the manuscript as it was difficult to 

go 

further. I think there is problem with formatting also as 

the 

words are not properly spaced. The reference to figure is 

equally confusing e.g. the authors have in manuscript 

figure 1 

(a), (b) and (c) but from there description it is not clear 

they 

are referring to which figure among them. 

        Some simple things which could have been said in 

one line have been 

unnecessarily expanded e.g. for equation (3) it would 

have been simply 

mentioned that it being a straight line equation the slope 

gives order of 

reaction (n) and intercept the rate constant (k). 

        Authors need not write time and again all eleven 

samples were run. 
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In view of these observations I would recommend that 

the authors go 

through the whole manuscript once more carefully and 

resubmit. 

Minor REVISION comments 
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