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Compulsory REVISION comments
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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. Why do you like (or dislike) this
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
required for this part.

This manuscript add the new insights regarding the prevalence and determinants of food
insecurity, but it didn't discuss the necessary point and

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

The title and body of the manuscript is contradictory. The title said case of food security and
the body discuss about prevalence and determinants of food insecurity. Rearrange the title
carefully

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 not well organized, because they write study duration and period separately
from methodology. Add study period, design and setting under methodology..

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript
appropriate?

Please, separate result and discussion . Under methodology how data was entern didn't
discussed

Please write a few sentences regarding the
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do
you think that this manuscript is scientifically
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4
sentences may be required for this part.

This is not scientifically sound, because of the comments | jot down above.

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you
have suggestions of additional references, please
mention them in the review form.
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Is the language/English quality of the article
suitable for scholarly communications?

It needs grammar corrections

Optional/General comments

It needs major corrections
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