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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 
 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to review this manuscript. The manuscripts speaks to a very 
important and timely topic related to the prevention of HIV/ AIDS from mother-to-child.  
 
I have provided suggested revisions throughout the manuscript using track changes and 
comments.  
 
Additional revisions to be made include:  

a) Having a section that highlights the implications of the findings to practice, policy 
etc. To answer the so what aspect of research and how the findings can inform and 
guide practice and policy.  

b) A section highlighting the weaknesses of the study, as is expected with every 
study.  

 
 
 
 
 

 
Thanks for your encouragement 
 
 
Noted and addressed 
 
 
This was captured at conclusion and equally improved 
 
 
We tried as much as possible to take care of the limitation. We never deemed 
it necessary to start recasting the short comings of design method (cross 
sectional study) as it won’t make any difference or add any quality to the work.
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