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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 needs major revision in terms of the writing style and presentation of the 
results in order to be publishable. As for the experiment conducted I think the work done 
and results obtained have a very critical role to play in contributing to the body of 
knowledge. The author needs to also consider taking the manuscript to other specialist in 
his or her field for proofreading and improvement of scientific English language use. , the 
information is not well articulated to make the manuscript publishable at this stage 
therefore, the author needs to do major revisions of this manuscript. 

 
 
The presentation of the results are in agreement with other studies in the area 
of research. The style of the essay was revised by an English teacher. The 
work was revised on the grammar, spelling and punctuation errors. 
Inconsistent writing style. Unclear sentence structure. Overused words. 
Inactive vocabulary. Wordiness. Hedging language. 
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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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