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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.

	The manuscript is a substantial contribution to the scientific community as it analyzes the genre qoosa of the Borana Clan. It highlights the cultural and traditional nuances of the clan. This book can be a reference resource for scholars. Many of the world's oral traditions need to be properly documented. The author of the book has attempted to do so. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title of the book is suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	For a manuscript like a book, the abstract should encompass all the details of the book. It is not up to the mark abstract. The author of the book is advised to rewrite the abstract comprehensively.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript can become scientifically correct after certain revisions. After going through the content of the book page by page, it gives us the feeling that the text of the book should have headings (titles). Otherwise, the text seems scattered.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references in the book are sufficient and recent.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	
The language of the book is suitable for scholarly communications. However, I suggest the author to get the language checked for grammaticality.



	

	Optional/General comments

	Overall the book can see the market with subsequent revisions. The author of the book is advised to get the book properly structured by a professional person. The section on illustration should be typeset appropriately. It is also seen that the line spacing is uneven throughout the book. It is advised that the line spacing should be uniform.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	There are no ethical issues as far as the author adheres to the ethical concerns.

	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	There seem no competing issues in this manuscript.
	



	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	Since the author has appropriately cited all the sources, plagiarism is not suspected.
	






	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:


	“I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.”







	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:


	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 
Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback
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