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 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 
 

 
The Tables/Figures showing the results should be appropriately placed in the 
Results/discussion section to allow for easy flow and proper comprehension of a 
particular result obtained at a time. 
 
 

All corrections have been done according to the suggestion of the reviewer. 
 
Authors very much appreciate the comments of the reviewers. We tried to 
improve the quality of the manuscript based on the thoughtful comments of 
the reviewers. We have thankfully acknowledged the contribution of the 
reviewers in the acknowledgement section of this manuscript. 
 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Despite the fact that, list of abbreviations has been provided, inclusion of full meanings of 
the these abbreviations on first citation in the text will aid free flow  and easy alignment with 
the contents by the (casual) reader. 
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