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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)

Compulsory REVISION comments

1) The sample size of both the studies is exactly the same

2) Both the studies aim at investigating the same research question

3) The wordings used are exactly the same at several places

4) The demographic characteristics of both the studies, eg: number of married
women and number of unmarried women

5) Number of people who completed the family vs. Family size not completed is
exactly the same

6) The results of both the studies in terms of the most popular contraceptive
choice is the same

| am of the strong opinion that these observations can’t be by chance alone and
hence need to be further investigated.

Further review is put on hold till the editor opines on this matter and conveys the
editorial decision.

- Ithink itis pertinent for me to mention that | note this as a case of self
plagiarism (just an opinion) because there is a pattern of similar errors which
is probably made by the same author or a group of authors from the same
place.

1. This study, like the other one, used data from the same data source, i.e.
medical records from the family planning clinic over a one-year period, so little
change if any can be seen, even if a different researcher used it and for many
years to come; this explains comment 1, 4, 5 and 6.

2. | strongly disagree with comment 2; while the previous study looked at the
contraceptive choices in general, this one specifically aimed to assess the
uptake of hormonal methods only and determinants of that choice.

3. comment 3 is correct to the extent of a few (not several) places. The
authors of both studies are the same and their words or style can't be largely
different. Only one paragraph in the introduction of both studies siting relevant
local studies was repeated. The presentation of the results, including tables
and figures is quite different.

4. This reviewer obviously knows the authors or was preview to the other
study to allege self-plagiarism, without taking the above into consideration.
This is clear when compared to the other two reviewers. However, both
manuscripts were submitted same time and none was trying to copy the other.
5. His comments are more of an accusation than a review and quite
disrespectful (just an opinion). Luckily the final decision lies with the editors
and | will accept whatever it is.
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