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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 
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his/her feedback here) 
 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
The abstract of the paper is repetitive, the objective is confusing. The keywords should be revised and it would be advisable to 
change them for others that are more appropriate. The study presented does not contribute anything new to the scientific 
community, no significant findings are reported. The methodology is incoherent. It cannot be replicated in other studies Very 
generic conclusions. References to authors in the text do not follow APA standards (guidelines). Authors may take more data 
for this study were collected from different hospitals in North-Western Nigeria through observations and personal interview and 
also make a comparative study,during Covid-19 period lots of patients are affected 
The figures are blurred, nor do they add much significance to the finds. In other words, data can be presented descriptively 
rather than visually. 
As for the theoretical framework, there is a lack of references to support the study presented.  
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
The contribution of the paper seems to be extremely limited, both in academic and practical terms. The proposed model only 
improves computation time, since the "traditional" method yields the same solution, and time difference is reduced to seconds. 
This could be highly important in other contexts, but not in this.  

The orientation is to solve an administration issue, which is clearly relevant. Yet, the conditions set seem to hinder its 

applicability. This is definitively the idea of this special section.  

 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 

I believe making changes is feasible for this case, considering the amount of effort and time that it would represent. Instead, I 

recommend the authors to look for a more suitable outlet to this research work. 

I encourage the authors to continue their task, but to choose better scenarios that cannot be contested in terms of relevance 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
 

 
 
 

 

As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 
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