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Author’s comment (if agreed
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manuscript and highlight that
part in the manuscript. It is
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write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION
comments

10.

11.

The title and objectives do not match. In the titlghors have reported
‘evaluation’, but none of the objective relategt@aluation.

Authors have not clearly stated Research Quesfitrecstudy and what
hypothesis they were testing?

JSY was an important component of flagship progradRHM, which is now
expanded in scope to include neonatal componeetsitdy has used program
data (2010) which is now outdated.

The papers lacks scientific rigor in study desgampling and data analysis. In
addition, what measures were taken for ensuring giaality. This is important as
more than one agency participated in data colleatith their own teams of data
collectors.

The sample selection methods are not clear. THmesitlaim random selection;
did they create sample frame through listing andration?

Authors are not clear and specific about what thagted to evaluate? What are
the outcome variables and independent variables?

The authors have not addressed the issues ofrmlasoafounding in data analysi
In fact, no attempt has been made for controllorglie effect confounding factor
Construction and format of tables in not unifornd aot as per the established
norms.

Table 1 is redundant. However, the numbers oftdigivomen suggest selection
bias in various districts. The authors have nadraterything about the table 1, b
did not highlight important factors.

Table 2: Requires reformatting. How have they ukelinformation in
evaluation?

ow

Table 2 and Table 3 provide same information? Renamplication.
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12.
13.
14.

15.
16.

Table 4: Requires reformatting. Authors have mapseovations which are more
subjective rather than the available data.

Table 5, like other tables, show two columns lig 8ays awareness among
eligible women. But then also show JSY beneficiary.

Reformat table 6.

Reformat table 7. Improve title. What does thisveho

Table 8 is redundant to the objectives of ‘evatuati

The paper lacks scientific rigor. The data analigisot in line with the objectives
Issues of bias and confounding have not been asigites

Authors should take help of statistician. Blghors should also get the manuscr,
edited for English grammar and language.

The manuscript isnot appropriate for publication in the present form.

ipt

Minor REVISION
comments

Optional /General
comments
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