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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 
 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

1. The tables should be well organised.  
2. Proof reading should be done to correct grammatical errors and typos 
3. Why do you bold the abtstract? 
4. Your sample size in table 3 in under age categories is 313 and not 500, why? Also 

in table 3, the age range 15 – 24 was 2 in total and suddenly in table 3, you 
recorded 68 yes and 52 no, Explain. This might affect your test for significant. 

5. In table 1, if there is no record for no formal education, then it should be taken off. 
6. What is the main reason for the comparism study? Have you compared the staff 

strength of the hospitals? OPD attendance? In the conclusion, what do the authors 
achieve in this comparism? What reason (s) might account for the differences if 
they are any? 

7. More discussing should be done. 
8. The authors’ conclusion did not adequately address the objective of the study and 

should be looked at again. 
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feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
1. There have not been any mention of ethical approval for the study, or at 

least seek approval from the hospitals involved. 
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