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PART 2: 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 The manuscript must be edited in detail again. There
are many grammatical mistakes as well as typing
errors, missing spaces, etc. I would recommend the
authors to have their paper read by a native English
speaker. The language of the paper is very poor and
the paper needs to be re-written. It is difficult to
comprehend the significant issues because of the
language.

At the introduction section of the paper there are
quite important knowledge on the subject was given
from different references without the considerations
of the authors and the knowledge couldn’t be
associated with the main objective. Therefore the
hypothesis couldn’t be underlined sufficiently.

The hypothesis, goals and objectives of the study
should be given at the introduction in a more
comprehensive way by referring the previous studies
on this subject.

The methodology is not very clear and must be
explained holistically before going on with the details
explained at the subtitles.  The study is definitely
significant but the way of considering the issues and
presenting is not sufficient for a peer reviewed
scientific journal.

Ten different samples prepared for the experimental
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study did not clearly explained in the paper so that it
is not easy to make analysis.

The conclusion of the study must be written again by
considering from all points of view explained in the
results.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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