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 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 
 

1. Introduction and the background of the 
study can be combined. But, it will become 
too long for introduction. You are not 
writing a thesis; should shorten the 
introduction section (after combining it with 
background). Try to simplify the points that 
you have in Section 1.2; not to have sub-
headings I, II…….. 

2. Unclear problem statement. It is there but 
need to be concise and firm. 

3. Many typos. 
4. The results are not well explained. They are 

not in line with the explanation provided in 
the abstract might be due to the 
inconsistencies in the use of variable 
names. 

5. Wrong way of citations in text. 
6. Literature review on MOSES (if any) need to 

be provide. If it is not available, should 
mention its limitation. 

7. The methodology section must explain 
about MOSES. 

8. The way references were listed was also 
unstandardized. 
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Minor REVISION comments 
 

Should increase more literature review. 
 

Corrected 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
I think most of the diagram could be omitted. It can be 
just enough to explain in sentences. 
 

 

 
 


