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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 
 

Section 2 is not defined and explained clearly. 
There is no questionnaire used. Please provide it. 
Please explain in detail how you get the results.  
 
Section 3. It is better to provide the results using 
bar chart or pie chart. 
 
There are many other measures than personal 
protective equipment and education. There are 
engineering measures, technical/technological 
measures, organizational measures (some of 
measures are introduced here) etc. There is no 
description of the production plant or production 
process so there can not be concluded what 
measures are the best for tea factory. The focus is 
only on the employees’ age but this could not be 
the only issue in defining measures.  
 

A semi structured questionnaire was 
developed. 
 
Results interpreted in terms of pie chart and 
bar chart 
 
No such measures has been studied in this 
study 
 
 
 
 
 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments In general, the paper could be done better technically  
 


