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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

My opinion is that it has problems that you willvieato
consider to make it suitable for publicatioWou find
bellow my comments of your paper:

The title of the paper is concise and informative.
The purpose of the work is not very clear, and

objectives need to be stated clearly.

Lines 8: “is now consi@l to be a vital” ??

Figure1is not readable arittle is too short. Try to

extend it with useful information. The size of the

characters is much too small—not readable in the

present size but all names and numbers should be

readable after the reduction for printing in the

journal.

The introduction should include testable hypothg

and a little insight on methodology.
The authors may need to follow the general rul
write a logic and meaningful introduction.

Thank you for your constructive suggestion.
It has been tried to more improve according
to your valuable review points. However, it
actually review article that's why a few
tAgmber of comments was no scoped to
implement in the manuscript like as
methodological section etc. Thank a lot.

Results: it was hard to follow. Try to reorder the

data and give some possible utility of the outcon
The study context Dfought Hazards) iS very
interesting. But, the outline of the text is noalhe
suitable (yet?) to make a scientific article. Besi
serious formal issues, it lacks a clear delineatib
the study purpose, the methods, data (where
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they or are there any?) and results presentation

Please check the manuscript carefully for
correction errors on : punctuation errors, sg
unclear sentences,

There are many spelling mistakes in the t
should be corrected.

Repetition could be observed in paragraphs

The conclusions must adequately tie together
other elements of the paper such as theory, dait:
critical perspectives.

Lot of statements require references
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Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments
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