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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

  

Minor REVISION comments 
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Summary comment: The key objective of the study was clearly highlighted, and the primary aim was achieved. The whole 
study can be replicated in similar settings around the world. Important study. 
Introduction: clearly introduced primary aim of the research, clearly stated key objectives, and outlined framework needed to 
achieve anticipated outcomes. 
Methodology: a step by step, replicable and robust succinctly laid out study design. Designed appropriately to answer the aim. 
Although the general idea was adapted from General Stanley McChrystal’s command structure, the idea of incorporating it to 
the local setting framework to suit local conditions is authentic and is what probably drove the programme to a success after 
two years of implementation. Inclusion of virtual reviews between participating parties further enhanced positively the 
progression of the whole programme. 
Results: Results were stated clearly and appropriately. 
Discussion & conclusion: Results were discussed from two angles which included both positive and negative repercussions of 
introduction of new team members during the study; appropriate solutions followed were outlined. Furthermore, results were 
interpreted into context of the local setting but which could also be achieved elsewhere if replicated in similar settings. The 
conclusions answered the aim.  
References: Relevant references were used and key studies cited and referenced. 
Title: Relevant 
Abstract: Clearly summarized the results, conclusions and the entirety of the methodology. Key words: appropriately relevant 
and sufficient. 
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