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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
Clarity required in the selection of the title itself. 
Thorough reading of related articles suggested. 
Introduction & literature shown is inadequate. More data apt to the topic is needed. 
Data collected should be organised systematically. 
More references may be added. 
 
 

 
 
The title of the manuscript is taken from the related section of the dissertation 
written upon the subject. Corrections and rephrasing for some parts of the 
manuscript has been performed by addition of several new references and 
citations. The rephrased and corrected parts are highlighted in the manuscript 
to be reviewed again. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Thorough reading and modification by a language expert enhance the quality of the paper. 
 
 

 
The manuscript has been checked by a native speaker mining engineering 
professor and suggested corrections have been applied. 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
May be published after the corrections. 
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