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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

There is need for a compulsory revision

of this article due to the

following observations:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Abstract should be coherently merged and well-
presented rather than segmenting it.

Introduction: It is extremely scanty and lacks vital
information and background to the topic of the research.
No adequate references to the past researchers’ finding
on the topic. Thus, the topic was poorly introduced.
Methodology: The methods adopted should highlight the
nature of data collected and the method of collection
should be briefly discussed

Results: The results are not well presented as its lacks
facts and figures to support it. Some of the useful Tables
1-3 you presented under concluding part are supposed
to be well discussed under “discussion of results”.
Conclusion: Tables are not be placed under concluding
part. Rather use facts and figures to conclude your
research

Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments

1)

General Overview: a) No adequate references

b) Figures and tables are missed use in your presentation.
¢) Poor presentation of the work

d) The aim of the research seems to match the conclusion
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