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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 
 

The theme is important. I have some advice. 
1. Abstract is missing. 
2. Introduction should be divided into several appropriate paragraphs. 
3. Results. 62% and 70% cannot be referred to as “majority”. Please rephrase this. Delete 

“reasonable percentage”, which is very unclear.  
4. “Union” means what? Is it sexual intercourse without contraception? Please rephrase it 

to a simpler word.  
5. The context of this paper is unclear. 1) Do you mean that couples of HbS should be (or 

had better be) advised to perform contraception (not conceive)?  Or 2) You do not state 
whether these couples should perform contraception but you wish to claim that one 
should “know/understand” the situation and then decide whether couples have babies. 
Which scenario do you wish to state. Or, some other?  

Please describe if preceding articles demonstrated similar results.   
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Revised and effected in the manuscript 
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that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her 
feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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

 
 
 

 


