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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 
 

Please clarify the ethical issue: 
 

- Was ethical clearance sought from any ethics board? Is 
verbal permission from elders enough for this survey? 

               The ethical issue is not satisfactory. Please explain 
- The sampling procedure needs to be more clear as follows: 

� How was the sample size of 400 reached? What is 
the power of your findings? I am not a statistician 
but you need to show this is statistically acceptable 
to sample only 400 youth from 137,074 (≈0.3%) 

� The sampling was done from churches, football 
grounds etc….please mention how each youth in 
this centres were selected for the questionnaire. 
How many churches, football grounds and schools  
did you visit?  

- Each responses in the results may be better interpreted 
showing in frequency and percentage as well, not just 
frequency  

- Need to improve the discussion further probably discussing 
individual findings as far as possible and relating them to the 
local context relevancy 

- Need to improve the English language and overall write up  

I do not see anything wrong with the 
comments but all the answers are 
already in the work. Those that were not 
there initially have been added 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

- May include international and local data from other similar 
studies in the introduction if available? 
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