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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that 
part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Please write a few sentences regarding the 
importance of this manuscript for the scientific 
community. Why do you like (or dislike) this 
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be 
required for this part. 
 

  

Is the title of the article suitable? 
(If not please suggest an alternative title) 

 

Yes  

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do 
you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some 
points in this section? Please write your 
suggestions here. 

 

Abstract should be properly arranged according the journal guidelines.   

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 
appropriate? 

  

Please write a few sentences regarding the 
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do 
you think that this manuscript is scientifically 
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 
sentences may be required for this part. 
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Is the language/English quality of the article 
suitable for scholarly communications? 

 

 
 
It needed correction. However, it is written in simple and understandable language.  
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
I would like to suggest a couple of revisions before its final acceptance 
 
1. Abstract should be summarized properly. the conclusion should be more precise where the outcome 
of the   study can be included. (Check the authors guidelines). 
2. The referencing number is not in the correct order in the introduction and discussion parts. Check 
the reference properly. 
3. In the same line, you have used reference number 18 twice. Check it. 
3. Referencing style should be in Vancouver. 
4. As the study is commissioned by the state environmental health department in Port Harcourt, kindly 
mention the ethical committee approval number along with funding if any. 
5. There are many grammatical mistakes present in the manuscript. Please do the proofreading. 
6. The table format should be properly done to properly understand the data. Do not copy the SPSS 
version of the table to the manuscript. 
7. Study limitations can be added. 
 
Addressing these points would enhance the manuscript.  
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