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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)

Compulsory REVISION comments

Minor REVISION comments

In general, a very good and attractive subject. Actually appropriately developed paper.
The authors were very clear in their research plan.

The abstract is clear and provides clear introduction to the parts of the paper, except it is
missing the methodology and implications

The introduction is appropriate, with appropriate citations used [the numbers on page 2,
miniscule 2 and 3, are these references,??? If yes use the adequate style as others....
The literature review is very good and streamlined. The references are updated and
relevant to the topic of the research

The literature is satisfactory to tie the title, the abstract and the literature itself to the
methodology and later on to the discussions.

The methodology is not addressed. A brief paragraph must be added

The results/arguments and built up of the model are clear, well presented appropriate to
support the discussion about the objectives of the paper.

The discussion is very good and appropriate because it does support the objectives
declared through the paper

Conclusion and recommendations are adequate
Minor Proofreading is needed

Referencing are adequate

Corrected as suggested the correction

Done

Corrected

Done

Optional/General comments

Copy of marked up manuscript is attached

PART 2:

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)

Created by: EA Checked by: ME

Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (10-04-2018)




