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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 
 

  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Lines 34 and 36 should be corrected accordingly as follows: 

1. Line 34: …….. emphasis is being laid…….  
2. Line 36: ……… system performance while still being able …….. 
3. Mode of reference should be in accordance with the Journal’s recommendation 

e.g. Haider et al.  or  use this method, [5] 
4. Legends in figures 3 – 5 should be made more legible.  

 

1. Line 34: ‘been’ is replaced with ‘being’ as suggested by the Reviewer.  
2. Line 36: Ditto as in line 34 
3. Author agrees with the reviewer and had complied with the Journal 

format on referencing and citations.  
4. Author has complied with the Reviewer’s suggestion 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
 

 
 
 

 


