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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
The manuscript is quite interest and scientifically robust. The Authors should 
address the following comments:  
Abstract 
Check for gross grammatical and typographical errors. 
State the sample collected. 
Define ALL acronyms first before using them. 
Line 15. 389 not proper. Write in words first. 
Clearly differentiate the components of an abstract. It is muddled up here. 
Keywords: Use only those words that appeared on paper title and those critical to the 
study. 
Introduction 
Citations needed in Line 29 and 41. 
Line 56-58. It should capture manuscript title. 
Materials and Methods 
Line 71-71. Figure 1 needs a citation. 
Line 75. State the kind of sample collected. 
All methods used should follow a published work protocol or cite where the method (s) is 
adopted from. 
Check for gross grammatical and syntax errors. 
Statistical analysis should be separated. Create a sub-heading (Statistical Analysis). 
Results 
Table 1 is scattered from your work. Try and adjust it properly. 
Too much tables representing similar thing. I suggest you merge some together and try 
summarizing your result interpretations. 
Figure 2 and 3 don’t seem clear. If not necessary, please expunge. 
Discussion 
Check for gross grammatical and typographical errors. 
Conclusion should have a heading on its own. Key findings should be stated here while you 
recommend in few statements after the conclusion. 
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The authors did a wonderful discussion. Keep it up. 
References too are OK. Please ensure you follow Journal guidelines. 
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