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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.

	This manuscript is related to socio cultural practise of a particular region. For meeting a scientific criteria there should be specific outcomes through trial and error.  And should have an effect  or impact on human life globally. So this manuscript have socio cultural importance on a specific region. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title is suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	There is no title given as abstract. But one paragraph seems to be an abstract, that supposed to be titled and focused what is meant and done on this article. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	There no scientific experiments found on but there was a study on socio cultural practise named qoosa, 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	References have to be  minimized according to relevance and to be recent. Referencing should in proper numbering, order  and style/standard.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	
Language to be refined through corruction of grammar and spelling. 



	

	Optional/General comments

	
Structure and styles to be standardised if any criteria is given. Subtitles are required , irrelevant areas to be removed. Paragraph line and spacing to be standardised.
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)

Not found because ethical standards are different on different continents/ regions/countries/places.
	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
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	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	Not found.
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Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7.0
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