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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Good paper fit for publication by APRJ. However, more amendments need to be 
integrated in the paper before it is considered for publication. 
 
Too few authors cited at the level of the Introduction. 
 
Location of the study area needs to be integrated at the level of materials and 
methods. The geographical coordinates of the study area (latitude and longitude) 
should be highlighted. 
 
Equally, the materials and methods section should be divided into sub-sections as 
follows: location of study area; data collection procedure;  and data analysis 
procedure. It is imperative to state the statistical software used for data analysis. 
 
Results of the study are too descriptive. Effort should be made to integrate 
inferential statistics in order to give the findings more depth and scientific rigour. 
 
The results and discussion section should be divided into sub-sections following 
the specific objectives of the study. This will go a long way to ease comprehension. 
In addition, the discussion of the paper’s findings should be done properly i.e. 
comparing and contrasting the findings of the paper with the findings of other 
authors. More recent scientific publications (2014 – 2019) should be sought for and 
used in discussing the findings of the paper. 
 
A fitting conclusion should be given for the paper and the practical and policy 
implications of the study highlighted. 
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Good paper fit for publication by APRJ. However, the afore-cited points should be critically 
looked into before the paper is considered for publication. 
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