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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 
 

 
The article presents an Assessment of Chainsaw Milling Enterprise in Benue 
State, Nigeria. 
 
Some of the following points deserve to be reviewed: 

1) The abstract should be presented in a single paragraph. 
 
 

2) As objectives were defined: "This study has been accessed the marketing 
efficiency with the view of evaluating its potential contribution to the 
livelihoods and economic development of Benue State", however, the study 
was broader and was not restricted only to the marketing efficiency. 

I suggest that you broaden the objectives by making clear everything that you 
intended to demonstrate with the article. 
 

3) The bibliographic revision is based on very old bibliographies, I suggest that 
a new revision be made, in more updated references. 

4) The data is from 2013, it is already 2019. Why not consider more updated 
data? 

5) The methods adopted are adequate but the objectives should be reviewed to 
correlate them. 

6) The results are in accordance with the methodology and support the 
conclusions presented. There is only the flaw in the question of data coming 
from 2013. Considering that we are in 2019, in the current scenario, is this 
situation no other? Is the research no longer outdated? 

7) I suggest updating the references, the most current is 2013. It is likely that in 05 
years, other relevant studies have been published that can be considered to support 
the article. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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