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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 
 

� Vague definition on “informal non-food manufacturing sector”, required further 
explanation.  

� The objective of the study is weakly justified, need further explanation. 
� It seems there are not enough literatures to support this research. 
� The study design and setting need more elaboration. 
� Lack of justification of choosing specific research method and design. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
� Literature review is not well organized. 
� Explain briefly the reason of using cluster sampling. 
� The discussion section is considered well written and supported with previous studies. 
� The discussion is written based on the analysed results, however, lack of 

recommendation given in conclusion.  
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

The topic is interesting, and the results are considered soundness for this research. 
However, in overall, the significant and gap of the study was not clearly explained; editing 
and proofreading is highly recommended. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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