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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 Good paper that could be considered for publication by JSRR. However, more needs
to be done to bring the paper up to publication standard.

First and foremost, the paper has been poorly articulated in several sections. Even
the abstract is barely comprehensible. This needs to be addressed.

Secondly, more related papers should be sourced for and cited at the level of the
introduction to give it more weight.

Equally, the methodology section should be subdivided into sections as follows:
area of study, data collection procedure; and data analysis procedure. And the
statistical software used for data analysis should be highlighted in the data analysis
section.

Also, the results section of the study should be subdivided into sub-sections
following the specific objectives of the paper in order to give the findings more
coherence.

Last but not the least, the paper’s findings should be discussed properly. The
author(s) of the paper need to compare and contrast the findings of the paper with
the findings of other authors who have conducted related studies in other parts of
the world. Thus, the most recent scientific publications (2014 – 2019) in the domain
should be sought for and used to discuss the findings of the paper.

Minor REVISION comments More authors should be sourced for and used in the study to give it more depth.

Optional/General comments
Good paper that could be considered for publication. However, the afore-cited comments
and evaluations should be taken  into account before the paper is considered for
publication.
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