----Original Message----

From: XXX YYY<xxx@yyy.zzz>

Sent: Sat, Nov 9, 2013 at 3:00 PM

To: Managing Editor

Subject: Re: Request for evaluation of revised paper, reference number; 2013 IJTDH_6468

My comments are:

e The authors have improved the revised manuscript. However, it still need further revisions

« Please check grammar, punctuation and spacing (for example, localities instead of locales,
e.g.,)

« Alltables need to be reformatted correctly. The authors could benefit of consulting other
published papers and adopt for example the formatting of tables in PloS One journal (for
example, at the top of the column n(%) and in the rows below the corresponding figures).

< Inthe last row of the tables, it is not clear to what comparison the statistical p value applies
to. This should be clarified in footnote.

« In Tables 5, what are the values in the cells? It should be explained clearly in footnote.

e The material and methods sections should be subdivided as follows: Target population,
Ethical considerations, Interview methodology, and statistical analysis.
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