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The abstract reads like a classroom introductory text. 

The grammer is too rambling and difficult to follow and 

will need to be totally reworked. 

The introduction does not provide the relevant 

background information nor justification for the work. 

Not a single reference is sited and yet the subject matter 

is not novel. Some attempt should be made at reviewing 

this subject, so that the gap the research is trying to fill 

will be clearer. 

The methodology does not present any methods for the 

research work. If a clear objective for the work is 

postulated then a appropriate method for attaining the 

objectives will be presented. 

The work lacks depth and the presentation is very poor. 

It is more like a classroom note and is unacceptable since 

the manuscript is scientifically inept  and technically 

unsound. 

The reference is poor and unacceptable. 
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