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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 

• Very Good effort to aware and improve the 
economy and health status of the country. 

• But this is not a research article this is 
perception and effort for upgrade the 
position of rural areas in the country 
regarding the Pollution and Health Effects. 

• The manuscript is too long. There is a need 
to summarize the introduction and 
Conclusion to remain the interest in the 
manuscript for reader.  

 

 

 

This is not a perception but a research to 

ascertain the determinants of ICS use, 

constraints and possible solutions 

 

In the introduction, there is the need for 

clear statement of the background and the 

problem and the conclusion clearly 

reflected the findings courtesy of the 

objectives stated in the introduction. 
Minor REVISION comments 
 

 

• Summarize the manuscript.   
 

This contradicts the second review that the 
manuscript is too short so which one should I 
follow to increase or decrease the length of the 
article? 

Optional/General comments 
 

 

• The manuscript is too long. There is a need 
to summarize the introduction and 
Conclusion to remain the interest in the 
manuscript for reader.  

 
 

I think that the Introduction and the conclusion 
are in tandem with the study. 

 
 
 
 


