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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
-abstract- better to write again by incorporating numbers/percentages/confidence intervals.  
-introduction--- to many points taken from one references and the flow s not clear. Moreover the authors 
didn’t show the problem clearly and why the this research needed? Too many points for one variable/issue.  
-The author uses references for a long number of paragraphs. Moreover, smilar references were cited 
consecutively which s not necessary.  
-A lot of points have been taken from one references.  
- better to review more references to show the evidences.  
-Still the significance of justification of the research is not clearly stated.  
-Methods expand well. I have doubt on the tool validity data collection procedure .. quality of data…sample Size… 
and ethical issues.  
- Results- there are sensitive questions and way of putting the result has be revised.  
- discussion- the findings are not well discussed. There was discussion out of the findings and better to 
follow out key findings when discussing it. Still this section neds great revision.  
-References – to many points from one references… one reference used many times….similar references 
cited consecutively…. Very old references used … need great revision.  

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 

 

 
PART  2:  
 

 
Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details) 
There research has sensitive questions and I doubt on the ethical sues. Where the authors get the 
ethical clearance? Who were the data collectors? Etc.  a lot of points are rase n the manuscript?  
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