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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 
 

 
Informative but needs some minor corrections. The suggested changes are as fallows ( 
indicated in the text as well) 

 
1) The Abstract is not well structured. It needs to be changed. 
2) Objectives of the study should be more focused and explicitly mentioned. 
3) Methodology is good but the explanation for choosing Simpson Index of     

Diversity (SID)   is not adequate. 
4) Results are well explained but the Language needs some modification.  
5) Listing of reference should follow the journal style.  

 

1) The abstract has been re-structured 
2) The objective of the study is explicitly mentioned in lines 72-73 (page 2) 
3) Explanation for choosing SID added in line 130-134 (page 3) 
4)  Modification in language has been made as suggested 
5) The reference section has been edited following journal style (according 

to recent published paper in Advances in Research) 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
NO 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
May be accepted 

 

 
As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 
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