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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. In line 57 and line 58, previous paper 

reference should be cited in the text. 

2. Graphs can be concised  in this way:  

a) one graph for di-electric constants only at 

different temperatures  making the y-axis 

resolution higher vs frequency. 

b) For Loss factor only at different 

temperatures making the y-axis resolution 

higher vs frequency. 

3. line 220 /221, if some equations can be 

incorporated to make it much more justified, 

author should try it. 

         4.   same as (3) is suggested for line no. 224/225           

also       

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

1. Centigrade ‘c’ should be replaced by ‘C’. 

2. Line 82 : ‘different’ should be replaced by 

‘difference’. 

3. In line 220, give a space between ‘to’ and 

‘the’. 

4. Some minor syntax error is there. Author 

should go though it carefully. 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

The effort is good. Authors are suggested to 

incorporate much more justification behind the fact 
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