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	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title should specify that the study was carried out among the female medical sciences students of the named university, Otherwise there should be a selection process to chose that university among all universities in Nigeria . 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	It covered the background,  methods , result and conclusions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The keywords listed are appropriate.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	It is very suffcient
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	The objectives /hypothesis could have been clearly stated . One needs to read the work before you can get the objectives.
	


PART 3. Confidential Comments (If any) to the Editor:

	Reviewer’s comment (If any)



	


PART  4: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:

	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. 

If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”


	I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer


PART  5: Objective Evaluation:
	Guideline
	MARKS of this manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

(Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8


PART 6

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	
	


Reviewer Details:
This section is mandatory to prepare the Reviewer Certificate. 

Please complete this section carefully. Reviewer Certificate will be generated by using this information only. 

Your Certificate will be wrong, if you provide incorrect information. 

Please note modification of certificate will not be possible after generation. 

Certificate will not be issued if incomplete information is provided.

	Name of the Reviewer
	Stephen Nyarko-Ameyaw

	Department of Reviewer
	Public Health Department

	University or Institution of Reviewer
	Ghana Health Service

	Country of Reviewer
	Ghana

	Position: (Professor/lecturer, etc.) of Reviewer
	Municipal Director of Health Service

	Email ID of Reviewer
	nyaroameyawstephen@gmail.com
nyarkoameyawstephen@gmail.com

	WhatsApp Number of Reviewer (Optional)
	+233 209262544

	Write 5-8 Keywords regarding expertise of Reviewer
	Health service management and research


Page 4 of 4
V180326


