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Compulsory REVISION comments
Minor REVISION comments 1. Is the paper acceptable in its present form? Thanks for the review. We sincerely welcome the reviewer's comment and
had worked towards making the necessary correction.

My recommendation is that a MINOR REVISION to the manuscript is required before its | Legend

publication.
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4. Does it give adequate references to related work?
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We are highly pleased with the contributions the reviewer made to our paper.
5. Is it clearly presented and well organized? We wish to communicate with the reviewer. So we seek for research assistant
YES. as the review shows that he/she has deep knowledge of the subject area.
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6. Is the English satisfactory?
7. NOT AT ALL. The English of all the manuscript should be controlled and the existing
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revised version were added.
8. Are the illustrations and tables all necessary and adequate?
The tables and figures are useful to the paper and helps in the discussion of the
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in the revised version of the manuscript.
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