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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 This is a good work but need some modifications in my opinion as the following:
1- The aim of study not clear and not written .The author write only study objectives.

2- The introduction very short paragraphs and not enough

3- You must write study recommendation based on study.

4- The instruments for data collection not clear

5- How did you measured study sample's knowledge?

6- There are no table clarifying level of study sample's knowledge regarding STDs and management?

7- Regarding discussion, the author not covers all result items and this section requires major
revision. The discussion did not flow as should. There is poor general logic and justifications of
interpretations

Minor REVISION comments The study objectives not matching with research title and the aim

The references very old and many of them have not year

Please rewrite the references and used modern references

The recommendations must be written in the study abstract based on study results.

Optional/General comments The aim of the study not clear
Sampling technique and setting for implementing the study not clear
The discussion did not flow as should. There is poor general logic and justifications of interpretations
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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)

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

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

Reviewer Details:

Name: Abeer Mohammed El-Maghawery Eldeeb

Department, University & Country Damietta University, Egypt

Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (10-04-2018)




