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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 
The Abstract needs to be re-written to reflect the Methodology, Results and Conclusion 
instead of splitting it.  
The equations were not numbered. The use of future tenses should be corrected. The 
research work had been carried out and should be reported in past tense. 
 
The particle sizes were not specified and this is very important in the analysis 
The paper needs to be properly overhaul to minimize some of the grammatical errors. 
Reference number should not preceding a sentence e.g line 10 of section 3.1 and many 
others. 
 
On page 3, 4th line “temperature” should be changed to rainfall 
 
The methodology was not quite adequate and needs to be improved upon, especially the 
production of briquette is not new. 
The results were well discussed and the comparism was well established. 
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