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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.


	This study addresses a pressing concern in the higher education sector of Nigeria—how recruitment freezes affect the workload of academic staff in federal universities. With staffing challenges increasingly affecting university performance across developing countries, the study offers critical insights into how academic institutions adapt to recruitment gaps. By focusing on the South-South region, the study fills a notable gap in localized research, contributing to the broader discourse on staff welfare, educational quality, and administrative policy reforms.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, specific, and reflects the content of the study. 


	

	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.


	The abstract is well-structured and summarizes the key elements: background, aim, methodology, results, and recommendations. However, it would benefit from stating the statistical finding of the hypothesis test (e.g., "no significant correlation, p = 0.752"). Suggested addition: “Spearman’s correlation revealed no statistically significant relationship between recruitment freezes and teaching workload (r = 0.018, p = 0.752).” 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The methods are appropriate, and the data analysis is rigorous. The study used both descriptive and inferential statistics, and hypothesis testing was properly carried out. The sample size is robust (n=351), and results are presented clearly. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally adequate and include both recent and relevant studies. However, to strengthen the literature review, the inclusion of more international perspectives on recruitment policy and academic workloads could be beneficial.

· Altbach, P. G., & de Wit, H. (2020). “The Challenge of Academic Workload in the Global South.” International Higher Education. 

· Veldkamp, B. P. et al. (2022). “Managing Academic Workload: International Trends and Challenges.” Higher Education Quarterly. 
	

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


	The language is mostly clear and grammatically acceptable for scholarly communication. Some sections would benefit from minor editing for clarity and flow. 
· Examples for revision: 

· “...choose the option which states…” → “...chose the option that states…” 

· “...lectures who are able to manage workload...” → “...lecturers who are able to manage the workload...”
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is methodologically sound and addresses an important topic.
· Some minor edits in the abstract, conclusion, and language use are recommended for clarity and precision. 

· Add research philosophy in methodology  

· Add theoretical model /framework for the paper  

· Adding a few more relevant international references would increase the manuscript’s value. 

No ethical concerns were identified. The study appears to have been conducted with appropriate ethical standards in data collection and analysis. 

No plagiarism detected based on a manual review. All references and sources appear appropriately cited.
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	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? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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