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(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)
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| believe it is, but more input is required on the statistical analysis, the sourcing of
information needs to be more thorough, certain sections need expansion and the
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It is, but as with the main text, it needs editing to avoid the language quality issues
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There are omissions

There are minor consistent errors regarding spacing and capitalisation.
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1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?
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conjunctions to improve coherence and cohesion and the avoidance of lexical repetition.
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All the jargon needs explaining, while the incomprehensible sections, which have been
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