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Rating Result 
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 5 

(The title is brief and to the point, it is clear) 

 

 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 5 

(Objective, methods, results  conclusions and recommendation very clear) 

 

 

3. There are grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article.  4 

(While there are no serious grammatical errors in the paper, there are minor are typographical 
errors that need to be corrected before publications including, repeated word “the” Joined words 
e.g countries(UNDP2006), thatonly etc. The comments made on the document should be actioned 
and deleted for the final version. ) 

 



4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5 

(the methodology is clear) 

 

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 4 

(I recommend working on one objective as per the results and concentrate the statement of the 
problem to one paragraph) 

 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 
content. 

5 

(Conclusion and summary very clear) 

 

7. The references are comprehensive and according to the APA 
citation style. 

(References well done but with room for improvement in terms of 
consistence in text and on the reference list e.g(UNAIDS, WHO, 2007). 
In page 3 is  UNAIDS, W. (2007). 2007 AIDS epidemic update. PDF). 
December on reference list page 15. Also check completeness as per 
APA) 

4 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
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Accepted, minor revisions needed X 

Return for major revision and resubmission  
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

 

This is a good paper, brief and to the point. Work on the minor corrections suggested and remove track 

changes and comments as you submit the final copy. Generally the work require minor edits and 

formatting. Overall, GOOD. 

 

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only: 

This is a good paper, brief and to the point. The authors need to work on the minor corrections suggested 

and remove track changes and comments as you submit the final copy. Generally the work require minor 

edits and formatting. Overall, GOOD. 

 



 

 

 


