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

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 
 

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

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 
 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this 
article.  4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 
 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4 



(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 
 

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 
 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 
content. 3 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 
 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 3 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
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Reject  
 

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 
1. Table numbers and table titles should be situated together on top of every table. The Table titles 

should not be in Question forms. 
2. There is a need for a few of more recent citations to update the currency of the article content. 
3. The findings of the study should be discussed under a segment to be titled ‘Discussion of the 

Findings’. This is with a view to comparing the findings with the reviewed literature. 
4. The last segment titled ‘Conclusion’ should be re-titled ‘Conclusion and Recommendations’, as 

it contains some recommendations, as it is. 
5. The author needs to be instructed on the Journal’s Referencing Style, so that the Reference List 

can be compiled using a particular style. As it is now, there is no such style in the compilation. 
6. Every cited work in the body of the paper must be accounted for under the References. The 

case of ‘Needham William’ can serve as an example of such an omission here.    

 

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only: 



The originality of the paper is in its focus on the group of disadvantaged segment of the 

Nigerian society; otherwise known as the ‘neglected’. This is the strong point of the 

paper for which value it is hereby recommended for publication subject to the minor 

corrections pointed out above. 

 
 

 


