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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 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 
 
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 important, the research database refers to current assumptions, but in the introductory 
account it mentions up to the year 2010 and some references to 2018 and 2017. 
 
No, somewhat evidencing the problem of water in all the research and not preferring to mention the 
problem of "Natural Materials" or even giving details of the benefits widely, makes it intransient.  
 
The summary is good, tentative and suggestive. 
 
Yes, but not those that are involved in the specific problem of Nigeria. It is assumed that the manuscript 
reflects the global problem, but does not specify location. 
 
I believe that there are things that can be improved, the resolution and presentation of alternatives is 
detailed, but the introductory part must be improved to date. 
 
Yeah, 
I suggest a modification of the introductory part and the approach to the problem, in addition to 
mentioning that the details of its stated objectives. 
it is proposed that the database should be 3 to 4 years old. 
It is important that it does not involve specific places like Nigeria, if you are talking about a global 
problem you can refer to specific continents with current or recent amounts and data. 
the information is irrelevant if we talk about meetings that took place in 1997, to date there are 26 years 
of changes and updates. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

 
Yes, the grammar is very good and understandable. 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? (If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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