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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 

 

Even though this is an important topic, the article is non-

analytical—it examines 13 variables, but there seems to be no 

attempt to analyze their impact as they act synergetically or 

individually. Reason is not given why HIV negativity is correlated 

or lumped together with TB. The two diseases are not defined and 

the resulting comorbidity not discussed for the benefit of the 

reader. What is the relationship between the two, as we know it 

today in epidemiological studies done all over the world? Why is it 

that employment or non-employment makes no difference in 

under-nutrition? What accounts for the fact that living in a city or 

rural area makes no difference in nutritional status? Are the foods 

the same in quantity and quality? 

At one point, the authors say they consulted the registries but the 

study was conducted from a structured questionnaire. Which is 

which?  

 

Policy implications were glossed over and future directions for 

research were dismissively passed over, perhaps due to time 

limitations. These omissions, however, weaken the usefulness of 

the study in such a critical country in East Africa as Kenya is. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

I counted the sources, and 65 percent of them were published much 

prior to 2010. The many new sources available on Kenya could have 

strengthened the article.  I virtually see few relevant journal articles in 

this cross-sectional study. Tons of sources exist on the topics of 

nutrition, HIV, and TB, especially on the developing countries. 

 

The authors also were careless in their writing style. Comas appear in 
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the wrong places, while periods are scarce or in places where they 

should not be.  See line 309: “This is not surprising because, low socio-

economic status has…”  

Line 309: The spelling here is socio-economic, whereas in line 324, the 

spelling is “socio economic.”  

Unclear sentences also appear. Examples: “Districts sampled 

proportionately allocated to the three regions with a high burden of 

notified TB cases.” What does this mean? The word data is used in the 

singular and plural inconsistently. In other instances, the subject 

changes from the study… to “we.” Sentence “Analysis was done…” (p. 4) 

ends with no period. The tenses are also inconsistent. See the section 

on Results (See first paragraph, on p. 4): (“were,” “is,” “are”). Nutritional 

on line 131 is spelled nutrition al. 

Line 191: the preposition “the” is missing from “…to be from 25-34 

year age group.” 

Lines 191 and 194: The word province is in lower case, when it was 

capitalized at the beginning: Rift Valley province and Nairobi province! 

(see lines 10, 12, 100, 188) 

Optional/General comments 

 

My opinion is that this article is not analytical, and therefore does not 

benefit the readers or policy-makers in Kenya. It is unclear; examines 

too many variables that could have been done separately—i.e., it is too 

ambitious. The methodology is also confusing. The literature it relies 

on is so irrelevant in view of the new sources that have come out after 

2008. 
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