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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

More information on questionnaire results as well as better description of questions | Corrected as suggested
included in the survey is missing — as it is missing an evaluation of the results
cannot be made.

Conclusion and recommendation | consider as weak part of the study — conclusions | Conclusion has been restructured
should be more clear, recommendation (or rather implications) should more reflects
results of the study

Minor REVISION comments

More characteristics on the bank could be beneficial (especially its position towards Done
competitors, current situation of Nigerian banking sector, how it differ from other countries
in the region, how it differ from developed countries.

| did not see questionnaire nor majority of results — therefore | can have doubts about the
fact whether the research was done. Normally, the questionnaire and its results can be
provided in appendix (or just provided for the review process and not published).

Optional/General comments

Literature resources are a bit outdated — mainly 2011 and older..
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