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PART  1: Review Comments 

 

 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  

References listed under the relevant section (end of 
manuscript) should  be consistent and those  authors being 
referenced should  ideally be included or mentioned in the 
main body of the manuscript. For example, according to 
[1], would be better indicated as, according to Duffy and 
Dennis [1]..................................... 

1. The reference citation is adequate. 

2. Hypothesis justified. 

 



Creat ed by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013) 

 

 

 

 
SDI Review Form  1.6 

 
 Data specification model not present. This should  clearly 

define and highlight  the relationship between the 
independent and dependent variables being investigated. 

 
As this is predominantly a quantitative (statistical 
sampling) based  research (with no literature reviews or 
theories being incorporated), certain vital elements, such 
as a data specification model should  not be omitted - as 
well as vital elements required in the accurate 
interpretation of data results . 

 
Null hypotheses?? 
 
Although none of the references in the main body 
of the text are supported with quotation marks, 
there does not appear to be any evidences 
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