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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

1. The reliability of the scales presented in Section 2.5 and Table 2 should
be recomputed. The Cronbach’s alpha to be computed should be the
internal consistency of the items in each scale and not the “internal
consistency of the four scales. In particular, for “Perception regarding
livestock waste management (prlwm), compute the internal consistency
(Cronbach’s alpha) of the 13 items presented in Table 3. Do the same for
the other scales: perlm, ecu and PE.

2. In Section 3 (as the section title suggest), do not only present the results;
there should be discussions of results.

3. In addition, the discussions presented in lines 220-231 should be
incorporated to Results and Discussion section. Conclusions should be
direct answers to the objectives of the study.

Minor REVISION comments

1. There are typographical errors in lines 73 and 75. In line 73, the statement “55
(18.3%) and 41-50 years” should be “55 (18.3%) are 41-50 years. In line 75,
“5001 — 1000” should be “501 — 1000”.

2. The citation “(Fraenkel and Wallen, 2000)” in line 100 should be [16]”.

3. In Table 3, delete “4” and “5” under the headings “Mean” and “SD”,
respectively.

4. There is a grammatical error in a sentence in lines 71-72.

5, In lines 188 and 200, “P = .05” should be “a = .05". It is a (level of significance)
and not p-value that is set to be .05; p is compared to a in statistical decision
making.

6. Delete lines 212-216. The sentences written there are exact repetitions of
those in lines 200-204.

7. The citation “Tyson 1995” in line 227 should be [18], then renumber the
citations [18] and [19] as [19] and [20], respectively. “Tyson 1995” should also be
included as reference 18 in the list of references.

Optional/General comments
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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)

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

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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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