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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	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 manuscript provides significant information in the respective field yet it lacks to provide all necessary fields that are essential to present in a review article. More graphical presentations are required to elevate the standard of the manuscript. More tables representing previous research findings must be included. 
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	Rating scale: 3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating scale: 3
	

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

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

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

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

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating scale: 3
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	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating scale: 4
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
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	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
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	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title of the article is appropriate as it clearly depicts the present study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes abstract is comprehensive and clear highlighting the need of the present study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are not sufficient. More articles published in recent times must be included. The authors must follow the Rule of Thumb while citing references, i.e., to provide 85% of the references within a range of 0-5 years from the present investigation.  
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	There is no ethical issue found in the manuscript.
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