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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
Abstract 

1. The author may wish to re-write the second sentence in objective section (in-
complete verse) 

 
Introduction 
Too brief for full length Research Article but sufficient for Research Note/Short 
Communication. 
 
Materials and Methods 

1. Too brief. 
2. Why only one college was selected (Saveetha Medical College) whereas the title 

was about a study in one large province i.e. South India? 
3. Author may wish to explain more on the criteria of selected students. 
4. Validity of the questionnaire: Author/s may wish to explain the source of 

questionnaire (based on literature or fully self-constructed?) 
5. Validity of the questionnaire: Did author/s validate each question in the 

questionnaire? And how the development and validation of questionnaire was 
conducted? 

 
Conclusion 
Author/s may wish to re-write the conclusion. This is because the written conclusion is not 
conclusive and sound more toward repetition of methodology. 
 
References 
Majority of the references have been outdated. Author/s may wish to add more recent 
citation (2017-2021). 
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