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PART  1: Review Comments
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Compulsory REVISION comments
Evaluation of the roles of doctors and the functionality of the healthcare system in
Nigeria

I read this manuscript and I think it could be an acceptable text if certain aspects are
clarified and corrected.
The subject is interesting.
In any case, I congratulate the authors for their effort.
I suggest that, please, the authors verify the following comments:

-Sample and sample size
Please provide a flowchart.

Was the sample size calculated (power, etc.)? The authors could provide all the statistical
parameters of their sample.

An opportunistic sample can be acceptable if is clearly stated and the limitations of data are
taken into account. When convenience sampling is used, it is necessary to describe how
the sample of the current investigation would be different from the ideal sample, selected
randomly (from the entire population). It is also necessary to describe individuals who might
be left out during the selection process or individuals who are over-represented in the
sample.

-Questionnaire:
What was the reliability and validity of this questionnaire?

In small studies, if we "invent" a questionnaire and do not value validity and reliability, at
least we should do a pilot test of it to refine it. ¿Pilot test was done?

-Discussion:
The review of the literature should be more than cite the results of other authors. It should
also be discussed the strengths and weaknesses of these studies (e.g. by inadequate
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samples, incorrect design, testing erroneous statistics, etc.).

-Conclusion:
It is important in any scientific paper to point out the problems that, from the current study,
are still pending solution or clarification.

-References:
The references should be improved.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

PART  2:

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)

As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper.

Kindly see the following link:

http://sciencedomain.org/archives/20
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