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PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

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



PART 2



	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The title of the article is appropriate, in relation to the topic addressed.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The article Abstract is comprehensive and the keywords are representative of the article topic.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The keywords are representative of the article topic.
	

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

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The scientific literature, to which the reporting was made, is recent and representative in the field.
Some bibliographical sources, however, are not recent.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the
study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and
necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A = Not Applicable
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
It is recommended that all authors of a bibliographic source be presented in relation to the source, in the References chapter.
Some bibliographic sources have presented their DOI code, while others have not. Revision is recommended for uniform presentation.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
	4 = Good
	




	5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	The English language and the quality of the article are suitable for academic communications, and the article is
accessible to readers.
	



PART 3. 

Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The subject of the study is interesting and topical, with high scientific and practical importance. The introduction is presented correctly, in accordance with the subject.
Methodology of the study was clearly presented, and appropriate to the proposed objectives.
The obtained results are important and have been analyzed and interpreted correctly, in accordance with the current methodology. The scientific literature, to which the reporting was made, is recent and representative in the field.
I appreciate that the article can be accepted for publication after minor corrections.

	


PART  3: 
	

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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