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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 
 

I think the article would read better if it uses th e generally acceptable st ructure for 
manuscript writing: abstract, introduction, methodo logy, results/findings, discussion 
and a conclusion. For example, in this manuscript, it would be useful if the authors 
incorporate the scope of the study, justification o f the study, statement of research 
problem and research questions into the introductio n.  
Even under the material and methods, the authors ha ve created too many 
unnecessary sub-headings. All these can be explaine d chronologically within the main 
methodology without having have to split them into distinct sub-topics. The authors 
should explain at this point also what partogragh w as used as a standard reference 
tool (e.g. the partograph by WHO) and define the no rmal frequencies of measurements 
for BP, PR and so on. Hypothesis being tested shoul d have come either the 
introductory remarks or under the methodology not u nder Discussion. 
Under the results section, the authors have include d up to about 12 tables. These, in 
my opinion, are too many. It will be more instructi ve if the authors just describe the 
findings and make reference to a few (3-4) tables. 
Implication of the findings should be integrated wi th the discussion not after the 
conclusion. The authors have already described who approved the study under the 
methodology and so this should not be repeated at t he end of the manuscript. 

 

Minor  REVISION 
comments 
 

In the abstract under the results section, the authors stated that 41.4%, 41.1%, 61.4% and 
34.8% of the women had their BP, PR, FHR and progre ss of labor monitored and 
documented respectively . However, the overall conclusion was that monitoring was 
optimal . I would like the authors to review this conclusion. 
In the results section, the authors have repeatedly used ‘less than average’ and ‘above 
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average’ to describe observations. A more standard description such as percentage should 
be used. 

Optional /General  
comments 
 

The article is useful and timely for this setting where emphasis is being made on quality of 
care improvement to improve maternal and child outcomes. The article would certainly 
benefit the system as a whole. However, extensive revision need to be made. In many 
places, the language did not flow well (for example, in line 18 – 20 “Outcome for mother and 
child is strongly 
 related to the access of intra-partum care as high-quality intra-partum care is an effective 
strategy in 
reducing maternal mortality and morbidity associated with labour and childbirth”). 
Also, the authors should have explained if whether the maternity care providers in the 
hospital were aware of the purpose of the study. If that is the case, the findings may not be 
reliable as providers would have modified their practices knowing that they were being 
evaluated. At, least, this should be stated as one of the limitation of the study. 
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