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PART 1 (Importance of the manus cript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	Please write a few s entences regarding the
importance of this manuscript for the s cientific community. A minimum of 3-4 s entences may be required for this part.
	
The subject of the study Presented by the authors is interesting and topical, with high scientific and practical importance.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback
	(Revis ion of the Manus cript and
	

	
	
	Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
5 = Excellent

The title of the article is appropriate, in relation to the topic addressed.
	

	2. Is the abs tract of the article comprehens ive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good

The article Abs tract is comprehensive and the keywords are representative of the article topic.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and us eful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis facto ry 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
5 = Excellent

The keywords are representative of the article topic.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper
s ufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

4 = Good
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly s tated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained
properly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good
	

	9. Is the Critical analys is of literature done?
Rating Scale:
	
4 = Good
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	5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	10. Is Identification of res earch gaps /future directions
done ?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

N/A = Not Applicable
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discuss ed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer
reviewed authentic sources ) Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	

4 = Good
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and
unders tandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satis factory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	

4 = Good
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback
	(It is mandatory that authors
	

	
	
	should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article s uitable?

If your ans wer is NO, please provide a brief, clear sugges tion for improvement.
	
The title of the article is appropriate, in relation to the topic addressed.
	

	Is the abs tract of the article comprehensive?

If your ans wer is NO, please provide a brief, clear sugges tion for improvement.
	
The article Abs tract is comprehensive and the keywords are representative of the article topic.
	

	Is the manus cript scientifically correct?

If your ans wer is NO, please provide a brief, clear sugges tion for improvement.
	In general, the article is scientifically correct.
However, some aspects were identified, which are
brought to the attention of the authors .

1.
Different types of writing have been identified in the article. In some places it is Font Size 12, and in other places it is Font size 11.
e.g. page 3

It is recommended to review and set the content according to the Instructions for Authors .

2.
Citing bibliographic sources in the content of the
article.
In the text, bibliographic sources are cited in Regular
Font style.
After Table 1, bibliographic sources are cited in Italic
Font style.
Similarly, at the end of Table 2. Similarly, at the end of Table 3. Similarly, at the end of Table 4.

Revis ion is recommended.

3.
It is recommended to check the bibliographic sources
in the References chapter, so that each source cited in the article is found in the References chapter, and vice versa. Also, the correctness of the bibliographic sources requires verification.
	

	Are the references s ufficient and recent?

If your ans wer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	
YES, the references are sufficient and recent.
	

	Are there ethical iss ues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes , kindly pleas e write down the ethical issues here in details )
	
Not identified, not the case.
	




Reviewer details:

Florin Sala, Univers ity of Life Sciences “King Mihai I” from Timis oara, Romania
