
Reviewer’s comment on the revised paper entitled “Evaluation of Health Inequity Status of 
In-School Youths in Uyo Capital Territory, Nigeria”. 
 

After reading the revised version of the above paper, the following are the comments by the 
reviewer. Incidentally, all comments below are related with my last comments never go beyond 
that. 
 
1. Generally, reviewer finds that the revised version is better than the original one as it was 

improved partially following the reviewer’s comments. However, I have to say that still 
several points need to be revised to be finally accepted for publication in the journal. 

2. P4, last 7 lines and the following newly added part. Explaining the categorization “a” to “d” 
should be after the results of the Table 2 are explained, never before, as readers are not 
familiar with the survey results at this stage. This categorization is one of the major results of 
this paper. So it should be explained with results in Table 3 including their definition for “a” to 
“d”. 

3. In Table 2 all components should be expressed in affirmative form as replies begin negative 
as “never”. Still items 1 and 4 are in negative form. Also item 3 should be affirmative, not in 
question form. 

4. In Table 2 upper indices in the relative HIeIOR column should be deleted as they are 
unnecessary. Especially, their categorization and related discussion could be given in Table 
3 separately, more clearly and explicitly as major emphasizing points of the paper, not in the 
form of upper index one in the current Table 2. 

5. It is very unfortunate for the author to respond to the reviewer replying that “cross factor” 
analysis (discussion) is ignored, and the illustrated simple question in the last comment 
would be answered as “another study” issue. Reviewer considers that the question related 
with “cross factor” analysis, for example, “what kind of people tend to go to the clinic 
frequently? do those who answered “never” for item 1 tend to go there compared with 
others?” needs to be answered at least as the conducted survey should be elaborated on 
and investigated more carefully. 

 
Admitting that the paper was improved, the reviewer still considers the is not well organized 

and written clearly so that the readers understand the survey results and recognize their 
contribution. 
 


