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	Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?

      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of additional references, please mention in+ the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide additional suggestions/comments)


	Yes 
Yes it is scientifically important . 
Can be better when the title can be made by slight changes .

Yes ,  But more valuable points and arrange in proper alignment .


Yes 
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References need to be checked , it should be added in proper alphabetical manner and the references which are cited need to be afer 2020 for better weightage of the paper .
	

	Minor REVISION comments


	1.
Make sure all the text in the manuscript are in proper alignment .

2.
Italicise all the scientific names

3.
Arrange references alphabetically and in hanging format of paragraph

	

	Optional comments


	The author of manuscript didn’t maintain uniformity in the manuscript . None of the paragraph are in proper alignment .
Make sure it is in proper alignment and arranged in a scientific and formal manner to proceed for further publication  .
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d. Reject: Manuscript is flawed 
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            d.2 Strongly rejected (with serious flaws.): (>0-3)
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