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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Abstract 
2. Introduction 
3. Methodology 
4. Findings 
5. Conclusion 

 
1. The abstract is carefully presented by the author, but a brief on background 
information is missing in the abstract. 
 
2. Author should present the rationale, significance/marginal contributions, key 
objective and organization of the paper in the last paragraph of the Introduction part. 
 
3. Although author state the method used in the abstract and also show some 
summary tables on the outcome, author need to show clearly the process involved 
in the pilot testing (population and sampling technique) and their justifications 
based empirical evidences. 
 
4. Key findings in the abstract are different from what the author presented in the 
findings and discussion part. The arguments put forth by the author in the abstract 
does not reflect directly what is obtained in the main section of the finding. So, 
author should revisit and align the deviations. 
 
5. In the conclusion part, author need to compliment it with the main implications of 
the findings and some suggestions/recommendations. 
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1. Tables 
2. Title 

 
1. While presenting the summary of results, author should resort to academic 
tables to improve the quality and layout of the paper. The tables used by the author 
are not professional/academic. 
 
2. Author may consider revisiting the title of the paper and make slight changes to 
attract the attention of the readers and also to capture the key variables of interest in 
the paper 
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On the whole, the author did well in presenting the issue step by step and also 
exhibit a background knowledge of the study area. 
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