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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct 
the manuscript and highlight that part in the 
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his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
The manuscript is very concise and focused on a very small group of people. It can prove 
useful only for the population of South-South Nigeria 
 
 
 
Yes 
 
No, the abstract clearly lacks the gap in the existing research. The gap needs to be 
highlighted and the approach used in this article to fulfil the gap should be clearly written. 
 
The manuscript lacks the data representation in the forms of graphs, which should be added 
to the manuscript before publication. 
 
Yes 
 
The work here is solely compared multiple times with 2-3 other works (Syed et al, Wang et al 
and Aliyu et al. There are numerous articles published in this area that can be used to 
provide much clearer discussion and comparison studies.  
 
 

 Correct the details of reference 7 in the reference section. 

 The manuscript gives one reason for all the disagreement between this research and 
others, which is stated as “These variations may also be due to the different sample 
sizes, age groups, methodology of the various studies”. A much more scientific 
explanation needs to be provided. 

 There is a lack of complimentary/supportive study for the research. 
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