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	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 doesn’t contribute any thing for the scientific community. This is due to the whole write up structure and the method is not reputable, the discussion is totally incorrect. Moreover the way the author write the result is not in attractive way. Due to this I recommend the author to see different articles before submitting to this or other journals.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the research seems suitable and researchable area
	

	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.


	The author wrote the abstract based on the research finding, but it was better to have a separate title like Introduction, method, result, conclusion
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In my opinion this manuscript does’t fulfil scientific write up especially, the result, and the discussion part are not following the scientific way of writing a manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are not enough due to this the author didn’t discuss their finding in detail
	

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


	No, since the whole part of the manuscript didn’t written in a scientific way which is used for academic words
	

	Optional/General comments


	The method is not clearly written, even the author may not be clear regarding the sampling and other part of the method
Ethical letter was not obtained from the concerned bodies

The discussion was not written in a scientific way

The conclusion and recommendation was not sound and are not implemented and informative
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

Yes, the author didn’t received any ethical letter from the concerned institutional review board
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Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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