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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may 
be required for this part.
	This manuscript addresses a practically important and under-researched problem: the constraints faced by Business Education lecturers in delivering vocational education in public tertiary institutions in South-South Nigeria. Given the strategic role of Technical and Vocational Education and Training (TVET) in reducing youth unemployment and building employable skills in Nigeria, empirical evidence on institutional, human-capital, infrastructural/technological, and policy-related constraints is valuable to curriculum planners, institutional administrators, and policymakers. The reasonably large census sample (244 lecturers across 12 institutions in four states) and the use of validated, reliability-tested instruments strengthen the credibility of the findings and add to the still-limited literature specific to the South-South geopolitical zone.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      2
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	      3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	  2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	  4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	  1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	  4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	  3
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES. The title accurately reflects the scope, 
population, and focus of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES, the abstract is largely comprehensive 
(design, sample, method of analysis, key 
findings, and recommendations are all 
covered). Suggestion for improvement: 
include the actual sample size (N=244) and at 
least one or two summary statistics (e.g., the 
overall weighted mean) in the abstract itself, 
rather than only in the body.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO. Several issues need correction before the 
manuscript can be considered scientifically 
sound: (1) In the Results and Discussion 
narrative for Tables 1-5, the mean and 
standard deviation values are left as unfilled 
placeholders (e.g., "with a mean (X) of and 
(SD of") throughout, even though the actual 
values already appear in the corresponding 
tables — the narrative text must be 
completed with the correct figures. (2) The 
text states the hypothesis was tested "at 242 
degrees of freedom," but Table 6 reports df = 
236 for the same t-test; with N = 244 (102 
male + 142 female), the expected df for an 
independent samples t-test is 242 — this 
discrepancy should be reconciled and 
corrected. (3) The in-text citation "Momoh 
(2012)" does not match the reference list 
entry "Momo, O. A. (2012)" — please 
reconcile the author's name in-text and in the 
reference list. (4) The Rank column in Tables 
1-5 is left empty and should either be 
completed or removed. (5) The methodology 
describes the sampling as "multistage," 
"purposive," and "census" in succession for 
what is effectively a total enumeration of all 
244 lecturers in the four selected states — the 
sampling terminology should be clarified and 
used consistently.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES, the references are generally sufficient in number and mostly current (2016-2025), although there is a notably heavy reliance on the authors' own prior publications (numerous "Emaziye" self-citations), which should be balanced with more independent, recent sources. Minor correction: "The Jakata Post" (European Commission, 2008 reference) should read "The Jakarta Post."
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	YES. The study collected primary data from 244 human participants (lecturers) via questionnaire, but the manuscript does not include any statement on institutional ethics/IRB approval or participants' informed consent. This should be added, consistent with the journal's editorial policy.
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