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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 
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	Revise the manuscript point by point.
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Need to improve
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 Need to improve
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	2 Need to improve
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	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
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Need to improve
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	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
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N/A = Not Applicable
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	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
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	2
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	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No
Need to improve
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
Need to improve
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
Revise the manuscript point-by-point. 
•  Improve the title, abstract, introduction, discussion, and conclusion as required. 
•  Correct grammar and scientific language. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
Need to improve
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
	



Reviewer details:
. Lahari Samudrala, JNTU, India


Page 3 of 3
V240326


