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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)

Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thetitle 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)

1. There are sufficient merits.

2. Yes, the title is suitable, however the work ‘impact’ tends to imply a physical collision. It may be
better to use something as ‘Assessing the Influence of Governmental Policies on the Dynamics
of the Population of Kenya’

3. Yes
4. Yes
5. Yes

6. Yes, but | have a problem with references primarily listed at the end of the paragraphs (mostly
later in the manuscript). They should be directly attributed to the statements they represent.

Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

The use of language is sufficient but there are areas that can be improved. See the example for
the use of the word ‘impact’ listed above.

In the introduction the first sentence states that Kenya ‘belongs’ to Africa. To the best of my
knowledge, Kenya is ‘located’ in Africa but is not owned by Africa.

In the section 3.3 Education, feeling the ‘heat’ of population growth does not sound very scientific.
Actually there are a number of sentences in this section that could be improved to provide.

In section 5.1 Conclusions, you state that scientists are ‘split in the middle of three schools of
thought'. Splitting something ‘in the middle’ divides it into two sections, not three.

| think the title for the section ‘5.1 Conclusions’ should be changed. Since no real scientific
methodology or statistical study was conducted, this report is not ‘conclusive’. It may be more
appropriate to use a title such as ‘Findings and Recommendations’, or something similar.
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