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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 
 

1. No paragraph in abstract. The most accepted Font in Journals is Times New 
Roman with Font Size 12. 

2. Abstract is written with single spacing and not double as corrected. 
3. Only scientific names should be written in italics.  
4. All tables should be three lines and not more as corrected in Table 1. 
5. Tables should first be discussed then followed by the Table and not 

sandwiching between. 
6. The references needs to be numbered and the corresponding number(s) 

should appear in the text and not authors names consulted. 
7. Discussions on some of the tables should have gone beyond explaining the 

figures on the table only as appeared in Table 12. The possibility why it was 
so needs to be explained. 

1. Adjusted. 
2. Adjusted. 
3. Adjusted. 
4. Adjusted! However, some tables were unavoidable to maintain more than 

3 lines, for a better understanding of the reader. 
5. Adjusted. 
6. Adjusted. 
7. Adjusted. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
The tenses needs to be rechecked properly. 

 

Optional/General comments 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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

 
 
 

 
 


