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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 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 
 
 

 
1) In the Conclusion section the author states: 

“There is the need to strictly enforce policies to ensure mandatory enrollment with scheme”  

 

This statement appears unrelated to the aim and findings of your study. The statement 

comes across as a punitive policy statement rather than a research conclusion. Please 

remove or justify this statement with how it relates to your results and the literature.  

 

A more fitting conclusion appears later: “further research on the predictors to retention of 

NHIS membership in the country.” This is relevant and appropriate. Furthermore, a note in 

the Conclusion relating to the significant findings which appeared to influence uptake can be 

added.  

 

2) Kindly add a ‘Limitations’ section 
Here you can discuss the ethical and technical implications of questioning participants, 
regarding a mandatory scheme; face-to-face, within their own homes, and how that may 
have affected the answers they were willing to provide; other limitations should also be 
considered 
 
 

3) In the Discussion Section the author states 
“the client intention to renew NHIS membership was weakly associated with… of 
healthcare facilities. 
 
Later in the Conclusion Section the author states 
 
“retention of membership was weakly influenced by…” 

 
This was a significant association (as outlined in your methods <0.05); this is not a 
‘weak association’. Kindly correct this terminology throughout the paper.  
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
4) In the Discussion Section the author states 
“However, this current study observed that the client intention to renew NHIS 
membership was weakly associated with the level of satisfaction with healthcare service 
providers’ interpersonal relationship with client, satisfaction with premium, and 
satisfaction with geographical accessibility of healthcare facilities. This finding is in line 
with existing literatures [26, 36].” 
 
Please elaborate on the significant findings being in line with existing literature. How do 
these findings implicate the uptake of the NHIS in Ghana? How might these findings be 
used to practically improve uptake? 
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PART  2:  
 

 
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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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