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Line 29 – Too many key words. This must be reduced 

to at most 5 

 

 

Referencing is poor and may be a subject of 

plagiarism 
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suggested. 

 
Additional references added all references 
corrected as suggested. 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

Lines 36, 51, 95, 152, 214, 234, 293, 304  – the references 

should go to the reference section 

 

This has been done. Please note, the paper has 

been revised and line numbers are not the same. 
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There are inadequate and poor referencing.  Most part of 

the paper are not referenced and the authors must take a 

second look at them.  The referencing of the websites 

must include the date assessed, the authors and the year. 

 

There is also no clear methodology adopted by the paper.  

The authors need to make this too clear. 

 

The paper in general is a good paper but the authors 

must pay attention to the issue of references and 

resubmit.  

Referencing issue has been taken care of. 

 

 

 

 

This is not a quantitative paper. The purpose of 

the paper is stated in the Introduction part.  

 

 

 

 

 


