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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.
	1.   The manuscript is rather light on critiquing
and evaluating the research literature. You seem to have only compiled the literature. What  new  technical  insights,  observations, and conclusions have you drawn from the literature? The expectation of a review article is  that  it  provides  an  in-depth,  thorough, critical analysis of the subject matter. Review papers  should  present  an  authoritative narrative born of the authors' own recognized contributions to the field that authenticates the content and animates the narrative. We are not looking for just literature compilation.
2.   There is very little hard scientific data in your submission. There are no graphs to show quantitative results among relevant parameters and  performance  metric.  The  literature findings are all just compiled in long and unwieldy tables; this could be done by an experienced librarian without significant knowledge and expertise in the area.
3.   The current study is not a new problem. Thus, the  authors  should  first  mention  the limitations of the existing approaches in the Introduction.

4. State  the  novelty  of  research  in  the Introduction section. Also present the research gaps of the study.

5. The authors should also mention how the proposed model can overcome the limitations of the existing approaches.
6.   What  problems  can  be  addressed  by  the
proposed model.

7.   Abstract and Conclusion is not precise. The key findings and its implementation potential (in practice) is missing. Clearly, identify its academic contributions also.

8. Highlighting the comparative analysis (how your method is better than other reported methods/ works) in separate Table.
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9.   Several grammar mistakes. It is recommended to have the manuscript checked by a native speaker.
10. Provide a more in-depth discussion of related previous works.
11. Authors should also provide more meaningful discussions regarding the repeatability and reproducibility of the conducted test/analysis
12. The current and future development section.
Please add the heading “Current and Future
Developments after the conclusion section.
13. Add latest 5 year referecnes only with MLA
Style.





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback
	(Revision of the
	

	
	
	Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

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

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

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

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

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

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done
?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
	2
	




Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (
	It is mandatory that authors
	

	
	
	should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Latest Trends and Application of Surface Chemistry
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Mention:- Problem statement, challenges, objective of research work, methodology used, key findings, significance towards scientific community
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No , already provided comments
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No , already provided comments
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO
	




Reviewer details:

Amit Tiwari, Suresh Gyan Vihar University, India
