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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

The title and objectives do not match. In the title
authors have reported ‘evaluation’, but none of th
objective relates to evaluation.

Authors have not clearly stated Research Questi
of the study and what hypothesis they were testir
JSY was an important component of flagship
program — NRHM, which is now expanded in sco
to include neonatal component. The study has us
program data (2010) which is now outdated.
The papers lacks scientific rigor in study design,
sampling and data analysis. In addition, what
measures were taken for ensuring data quality. T
is important as more than one agency participate
data collection with their own teams of data
collectors.

The sample selection methods are not clear. The
authors claim random selection; did they create
sample frame through listing and enumeration?
Authors are not clear and specific about what the
wanted to evaluate? What are the outcome varia
and independent variables?

The authors have not addressed the issues of bié
and confounding in data analysis. In fact, no gte
has been made for controlling for the effect
confounding factors.

Construction and format of tables in not unifornal a
not as per the established norms.

Table 1 is redundant. However, the numbers of

1. The study relates to evaluation of the functigrof JSY
en Maharashtra. The objectives capture the indiafidu

components of the broader evaluation. Now broader
Diobjective is mentioned as to evaluate JSY in Madtdra

Htate.

2. The main research question was: How is the JSY
pRinctioning in the state of Maharashtra? Furthet:i$ not
ddnctioning well, what could be the reasons? The

hypothesis, or rather the assumption was that twrel be

variability in the implementation of the schemeaossrthe

state for various reasons. However now at the énd o
histroduction research question and hypothesistateds
d3. Delay in analysis has been mentioned as a timitaWe

believe that learning regarding the scheme impléatiem

and what is working and what is not is still reletvan the
absence of any study of this kind and of such ntadai

4. The cross-sectional study design was approfdoathe

type of evaluation. Stratified random sampling tegbe
ywas used to capture the variations according tgrggdic
blesation of the beneficiaries. The nodal officettud

concerned institution was required to initiate shevey
aiginder his/her personal supervision and check at ¥ of
mthe forms for their completeness. Now it is mengisin
material and methods.

5. Listing and enumeration technique was not foldwas
rthis was not feasible on account of unavailabditylata

regarding all eligible women. Some details are meed in

material and methods.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

eligible women suggest selection bias in various
districts. The authors have narrated everythingia
the table 1, but did not highlight important fastor
Table 2: Requires reformatting. How have they u
this information in evaluation?

Table 2 and Table 3 provide same information?

Remove duplication.

6. The attempt of the evaluation was to understaed
peffect of various variables on the utilisation 8fvJby the
eligible women. Accordingly, several factors rethte the
sgdialification criteria of JSY, viz. economic stagtaaste,
parity, etc. as well as other factors which wouddra to
influence the uptake of the scheme were includedden
study. Receipt of benefits was dependent variatderast

Table 4: Requires reformatting. Authors have mansll variable were considered independent.

observations which are more subjective rather th
the available data.

Table 5, like other tables, show two columns but
title says awareness among eligible women. But
then also show JSY beneficiary.

Reformat table 6.

Reformat table 7. Improve title. What does this
show?

Table 8 is redundant to the objectives of
‘evaluation’.

The paper lacks scientific rigor. The data analigsis

not in line with the objectives. Issues of bias and
confounding have not been addressed.

Authors should take help of statistician. Hughors
should also get the manuscript edited for English
grammar and language.

The manuscript isnot appropriatefor publication in
the present form.

aii. The selection bias has been minimised througtesatic
random sampling. Interviewer’s bias has been retluce
through training and supervision. Respondent antong
bias are likely to be minimal considering the natof
guestions and the reference period.
All the potential factors that would seem to infige the
uptake of the scheme wereincluded in the study.stdteis
of these factors has been analysed using univaatlysis
and has been presented in the tables. In facbitéscohort
of women delivered in 2008-2009 and eligible fo¥JS
Which means it was a homogenous group of all dégib
women. Their place of residence, age, economiusstaast,
parity etc. was similar and the only differencenmssn two
groups was actual receipt of benefits.
8. Formats of table have been changed. Interpetaf the
table has been given in the discussion section.
9. Table 1 gives district wise variation abougiblie
beneficiaries. Excepting table 1 all other inforimats
compiled one, hence it may be continued. Few antuiti
lines are included now.
10. There seems to be a problem in interpretédtémause
of the presentation of data in the tables. E.¢alte 2 it is
now made clear that column 6 is a subset of Coldrand
column 8 is subset of column 6. The column heabange
been changed now.
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11. Title of tables 2 gives basic information dfvabmen
delivered in the year whereas table 3 gives furde¢ails of
eligible women only.

12.Table 4 gives factual information and not sutbjec
13. Table title changed.

14. Table 6 format changed.

15. Table 7 encapsulates the problems faced byohsen
in availing the JSY benefits that are their duedisdsing
these issues is crucial to ensure successful ingsi&tion
of the scheme. The table is re-titled.

16. Table 8 follows from Table 7, in that it debers what
actions are taken, some of which being hardly |egathe
beneficiaries to avail their due benefits. It candty be
considered redundant.

Minor REVISION
comments

Optional /General
comments
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