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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

The author did not bother to subject his/her paper for language
editing. It seems to me like a hush-hush approach, which
eventually infringe the integrity or the profession alism that the
paper ought to hold dear. Eve, if you read the abst  ract, itis
riddled with typo’s errors like punctuation, the co mbining of
words. These could have been avoided if the author paid proper
attention to the paper. This level of carelessness of such an
important topic for dissemination purposes is to be deplored.

The editor must advise the author to subject the pa per to
professional language edited by a qualified person and is to
furnish the editor of proof of such a move. Quality assessment or
control is big must and it speaks to the issue of p roper language
editing. If we condoned the importance of language editing, then
the thoughts or ideas encapsulated in the paper wou Id not come
to the fore as clear, correct and unambiguous. Iti s the author’s
responsibility to improve the English quality.

Materials and method: the technical standards must be suitable
and must also allow other researches to test the cu rrent author’s
hypothesis further.

The data was not so well-controlled and robust. The author

quickly introduce important principles cursorily wi thout clearly
explain their impact vis-a-vis the tenor of the res earch, like the
introduction of the term hedging — out of the new. He/she should

elaborate on the term, define it and locate its mea  ning in the
paper and for what purpose.
Author mentioned respondents — it is a highly legal term referring

All correction done.
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to two opposition parties in a court setting. The word suddenly
appears in line 159, without the author referringt o who the
respondent pertain to. This is a weak treatment of the material at
his/her disposal.

Coordinates have a double point of referencetoap  osition on
earth, which is usually cited as latitude (north-so uth) and
longitude (east —west). Author refers to two coordi nates and
termed both as latitudes, which is wrong.

Some of the sources denote to recent studies —itb  alanced with
older sources. It is good.

Statistical analyses are a must for this paper and the author
succeeded in this endeavour.

The conclusion supported the data discussed inside the
manuscript.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

Publish paper contingent upon the direction that th e author ha s to
implement the suggestion(s) of the peer-reviewer.
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