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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 
 

 
The manuscript is not clear with major revision required specifying clear objectives 
and the implications of the study conducted and what would the effect and 
applicability. Several References are missing. The references written do not follow a 
rule, it's quite erratic. Spelling check and grammar should be properly checked. 
 

The correct spelling corrections were made and the references were 
formatted according to the norms of the journal. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

The tables and the figures should be mentioned in order in the text with description in 
relevant areas. 
 

The tables and figures were inserted as mentioned. However, some figures 
and tables are again quoted out of order, due to the need to act as a 
reference in the discussions.. 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The sentences could be concise to the point instead of big sentences leading nowhere. 
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