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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 5

Simple and clear

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 5

I’d say in an energetic way!

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

No evidence of. | only recommend a robust editing for different fonts/sizes




4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5

Very clear and professionallyacademic way

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 2

The main problem lies in chapter 3.3 Measurement of Variables, basically based on a redundant
source (Njuru, 2012) revision of this point is strongly advised
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content.

It is clear, but there the lack of future improvements.
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