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The title is clear and is adequate to the content of the article
2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results.
The abstract clearly presents methods and results. However, the objective needs
clarification and few language issues in the abstract to be addressed. The text should be
Justify. ( Language issues are all annotated within the article itself)
3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in
this article.
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Yes, there are few issues related to grammar and spelling. For the sake of time. Refer to the
original paper to see all the highlighted issues.
4. The study methods are explained clearly.
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The study methods are clear.
5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors.
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The body paper requires more focus on aligning the text with Headings and subheadings to
make the work more appealing. Tables and figures titles positions should be reviewed for the
sake of consistency.
6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by
the content.
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Conclusion and summary are ok and do support the content of the paper.
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References should be reviewed and mainly in text-citation.
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