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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 
 

-Abstract: a too long section with unnecessary details 
(we don’t need to know the parts of the market in the 
abstract section) 
-No scientific language used: it could be also published 
on a general interest journal 

- The section “Operational Definition of Terms”  is not 

necessary for scientists.  

-The section “BRIEF LITERATURE REVIEW” is too long 

and consists of basic information known to the health 

professionals. 

-A study should obtain ethical approval , if needed, from 

an official scientific organism responsible for studies in 

every country. “ethical clearance obtained from the head 

of the market”: this does not match to medical studies. 

Abstract adjusted to contain necessary details. 
 
Operational definition was initially added due to 
the fact that a non scientist can read and 
understand but removed as suggested to 
accommodate various readers including 
scientist, health professionals, etc. 
 
Literature review has been cut short. 
 
A permission was actually obtained from 
village head and this replaces ethical approval 
as stated in the manuscript. 

Minor REVISION comments Grammatical errors Corrected. 
Optional/General comments   

 


