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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 

 

1. This paper is not well written with many unclear sentences. The results in the 

abstracts could be written more explicitly. There is no mention of HIV in the 

abstract. 

2. The questionnaires used in this study were said to be pretested and validated. 

Did the investigators mean to say piloted?? If the instruments were pretested 

and validated in other studies this should be clear. Line 135-136 seems to refer 

to the pretested questionnaires in relevant literature but this is not clear in the 

introduction. 

 

3. Sections 2.1 and 2.3 are mixed as the population is explained in both sections. 

Section 2.1 should refer to the study setting and 2.3 the study population. 

 

4. Section 2.4 is not clear. In line 101 it’s not necessary to include ‘p’ in the 

sentence but explain what ‘p’ is in the formula. ‘q’ is=0.48 but ‘q’ is not 

referenced anywhere.  

‘nf’ is also not well explained.  

5. It is not clear whether the investigators are using simple random sampling or 

stratified random sampling. There seem to have been some control on the 

allotment of girls vs boys classes to control for gender. This is not clear. 

6. Since there are many types of ‘media’ the investigators should consider 

stratifying the type of media being referenced. 

7. The title of the paper makes reference to HIV but it’s not clear whether the 

questionnaire had specific questions on HIV or it was all lumped into STIs. 

 

Minor REVISION 

comments 

 

 

Line 7: separate into 2 words ‘soughtinformation’ 

Line 18: remove the word ‘respectively’. 

Line 19: if possible, specify type of media. 
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                Separate into 2 words ‘soughtfrom’. 

Line 20: not clear the findings in males and females 

Line 21: specify the type of very good knowledge? Both reproduction and STIs? ?HIV? 

Line 23: separate into 2 words femaleshad’. Specify the type of knowledge that males 

had. 

Line 24: separate into 2 words ‘overallknowledge. 

Line 25: Is the interventions including peer education a finding from the research or 

inferred? This conclusion may not be in line with the findings of this study. 

Line 28: Add HIV as key word. 

Line 49: If necessary use STIs and HIV as abbreviations  

Line 52: correct ‘socio- cultural’ spacing. 

Lines 56-57: Sentence not clear. 

Additional background should include literature around the unique setting of this study: 

institutionalization in barracks.  

Line 87: Use full name of abbreviation ‘SS1-3’ first time 

Line 108: separate into 2 words ‘sizefor’. 

Line 140: correct ‘socio- demographic’ spacing 

Line 140-143: please clarify the sections in the questionnaire. 

Section 2.8: The response rate was 100%, is there any specific reason why it was this? 

Optional/General 

comments 
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