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Evaluation Criteria: 

Please give each evaluation item a numeric rating on a 5-point scale, along with a brief explanation 
for each 3-less point rating. 

Questions 
Rating Result 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 4 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

Good and clear title. 

 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 4 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

Relevant abstract and well written. 

 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this 
article.  

4 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

A few like: 

Avoid using I in abstract and page 1, put the researcher. 

3.7.4 Dependent variables 

 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3.5 



(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

Ok but fewer techniques might work. 

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 3.5 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

See Section 3 above. 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 
content. 

4 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

Yes, they do so. 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

Good references provided so far. 

 

 

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation)： 

Accepted, no revision needed  

Accepted, minor revisions needed X 

Return for major revision and resubmission  

Reject  

 

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

Good paper. I would suggest fewer and less complex models to use.  References are 

okay.  The definitions of certain elements like the types of tests need to be limited 

later. Good level of language and mastery.  I commend the quality of this paper and 

its general good applicability to Nigeria. 

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only: 

Good paper, accepted for publication with few typing errors to be corrected. 

 

 


