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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript is important because it is contributing to the body of knowledge. Globally, NCDs burden worry some, therefore any study related to NCDs is vital to the community in order to come up with amicable solution to mitigate and reduce this burden. This manuscript can also instigate further studies in this area.  
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, but it does not really clear. It can be revised to read as: The prevalence of non-communicable diseases among staff of University of Port Harcourt Teaching Hospital (UPTH)
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	Yes, but to me the result part is too long which affect the whole section. It only need a key findings. However, if the journal guideline is up to 350 words, then it is fine, no need to delete some contents.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Somehow yes, but, there is an area of improvement needed such as, title need to be changed, Abstract to revised and back ground needs to be revised too.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, they are sufficient and all recent within 10 years of publication.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language quality needs improvement. There are so many ambiguous words that needs to be revised for scientifically communication.  
	

	Optional/General comments


	The Author need to consulting a Subject Mater Expert in scientific communication/manuscript for technical guidance. However, the work is commendable, keep it up!
The Author needs to incorporate the changes, and resubmit for publication provided that the Ethical approval is granted.
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