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Reviewer’s Report on Paper for Publication
	PART A: Manuscript’s details

	Manuscript’s Reference Number:
	

	Title of Paper:
	

	Date sent to Reviewer:
	

	Date Expected from Reviewer:
	



	PART B: General Comments about the Manuscript

	Is the abstract concise and informative:
	

	Is the subject matter in line with the broad guidelines of the Journal?
	

	Does the paper present any novel information?
	

	Are Figures and Tables clear and informative?
	

	Is the discussion clear and not repetitive of results?
	

	In what area does the paper contribute to knowledge?
	

	Are the references appropriate and current?
	



	PART C: Comment per Sections of Manuscript

	Title:
	

	Abstract:
	

	Introduction:
	

	Materials and Methods:
	

	Results:
	

	Discussion:
	

	References:
	



	PART D: Please rate the Manuscript as per the following as Excellent (1), Good (2), Fair (3) or Poor (4)

	Originality:
	

	Contribution to knowledge:
	

	Technical Quality:
	

	Clarity of Presentation:
	

	Depth of Research:
	

	PART E: Reviewer’s Recommendation (Kindly mark with an X as appropriate)

	Accept as presented:
	

	Accept after Minor Corrections:
	

	Accept after Major Revision:
	

	Reject (Please give reason(s)):
	

	PART F: Reviewer’s Information

	Name:
	

	Title / Rank:
	

	Email Address:
	

	Official Address / Affiliation: 
	



GENERAL: Please comment on the originality of the study. The journal frowns very seriously on any type of plagiarism/ duplicate publications and any unethical practice in the manuscript and as such, the reviewers should not hesitate to report such with adequate evidence when it is discovered. The manuscript should be written in clear, lucid English with no ambiguity.
TITLE: Kindly comment on the suitability and appropriateness of the title. Is the title a good reflection of the scope and content of the study. The reviewer should also check for syntax problem in the title. The reviewer should be kind enough to suggest an appropriate title if need be.
ABSTRACT: should contain all the elements of a good abstract. viz: the aim of the study, methodologies or approaches, results and conclusion or inference from the study
KEYWORDS: should not be more than six and less than four 
INTRODUCTION: Has the Introduction given sufficient background information on the subject matter. How logical was the presentation in the Introduction? Did the authors justify the study and to what extent were the statement of problems and objective(s) of the study mentioned.
MATERIALS AND METHODS: Kindly comment on the suitability and technical standards of the methods employed. Has the methods been able to address the objective(s) of the study? Did the author(s) disclose authentication of their biological specimen with voucher number?  Sufficient details of the methods/processes should be provided for reproducibility. Please comment on the relevance and appropriateness of the statistical methods employed.
RESULTS: Please comment on the robustness of the data. Did the author(s) repeat the data already contained in the Tables and Figures in the Result section? Was the results presented in terms of statistical significance? The reviewer should comment on the presentation of the results in terms of clarity of expression brevity
DISCUSSION: The reviewers should kindly comment on:
a. whether the authors actually adduce reason(s) to the findings in their study and such discussion should not be verbose or long-winded;
b. whether the authors support their discussion with relevant and current references;
c. whether the author(s) discuss the theoretical implications of their findings;
d. whether the author(s) discuss the practical applications of their findings;
e. whether the author(s) compare or contrast their findings with previously published works. Was any reason adduced for any difference(s) in their present findings and that of the previously published work?

CONCLUSION: Is the conclusion supported with data generated in this study and is it relevant/related to the objective(s) of the study? 

REFERENCES: The reviewer(s) should comment on the currency, adequacy and relevance of the references cited. Are the reference cited also contained in the references listed. Please comment on the completeness of the references i.e. the initials, year of publication, title of the paper, name of journal in full, volume and pages must be clearly spelt out.
TABLES, FIGURES AND PHOTOMICROGRAPHS: These should be self-explanatory and necessary footnote must address clarity of expression. The Figures and Photomicrographs musty be of good quality and must be clearly illustrated.

· Reviewers are encouraged to be honest but not offensive in the use of language. It is expected that the reviewer should suggest to the authors on how manuscript can be improved upon. Comments of the reviewers should be clear enough to allow easy Editorial Decision on the manuscript. 
· Reviewers should endeavour to give reasons when a manuscript is recommended for rejection.
· Reviewers should include their identity and sign at the end of their report.
We also request that your review should reach us not later than two weeks from the time of receiving the manuscript. 
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