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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 authors focused on the possibility of achieving reduction in mortality rate by 68% 
under the SDG objective. However, the model can be applied to the available data in 
making predictions, and the outcome of the analysis can only suggest to policy makers on 
how to further reduce Maternal mortality.  
 
- SDG initiative (206-2018) should be checked under “fitting the data” 
 
-The equations needs to be numbered 
 
-The authors should justify modelling number of death (Survival) with Binomial distribution, 
which was later approximated to Poisson. The Poisson model should be checked, x! is 
missing.   
 
-The data used for the forecast needs to be sufficiently described.  
 
-“Ghana needs to reduce its maternal mortality by a further 3.32 percent annually”  which 
result justifies this statement?  

All changes done 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments 
 

The authors have proposed a good model, and the work would be more appreciated if the 
authors can discuss the results well enough.  
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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

 
 
 

 


