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determined so as to know whether the two
groups are comparable
2. Too long, largely because the authors narrated
their tables. Results should be written in at
most 5 sentences and every other thing should
go to the table
Discussion
1. Too long and not focused on findings
2. Comparison with other literatures was
inadequate
3. Implication for future research not clearly
stated
Conclusion/Recommendation

Corrected

Done

Corrected

Done

Corrected

Created by: EA

Checked by: ME

Approved by: CEO

Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)




SDI Review Form 1.6

SCIENCEDOMAIN international

www.sciencedomain.org

1. Inappropriate Corrected
2. Too long
3. Any limitation?
References
Update references
Ethical approval and consent not clear
Minor REVISION comments Abstract
1. Use “focused group discussion” NOT “focused | Corrected
group technique” or “focused group interview”
2. Use “purposive” or “convenience” NOT both at | Corrected
the same time
3. Conclusion is inappropriate Corrected

Optional /General comments

Follow journal instruction. Revise accordingly!

Created by: EA

Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO

Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)




