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General Comments:
This is an original empirical research study with great potential to make significant improvements to the quality and the volume of crisis counseling services provided to victims of sexual assault in Israel. I have the following recommendations for improving the academic quality of the paper.
· Abstract 
The abstract does a good job at specifying the objectives of the research project and at identifying its expected contributions to the practice of rape crisis counseling. However, the Abstract should also identify the academic field of the research, specify the empirical problem or question that drives the research, and indicate how the research advances the literature theoretically or conceptually. Furthermore, at 471 words it is excessively long (Abstracts are usually between 100–250 words). It can be shortened by eliminating detail that is not necessary in an abstract and tightening up the writing. You may also want to include 5–6 Keywords following the Abstract for indexing purposes.

· Structure
The current structure and numbering of the sections is confusing and does not follow a standard research paper or academic article. I recommend structuring as 1. Introduction, 2. Literature Review, 3. Methods, 4. Results, 5. Discussion and Conclusions. See more on each section on the comments below.

· Introduction 
· The introduction is currently very descriptive and omits key information. It should provide a more comprehensive road map to the research paper, including identifying the general research topic and the specific empirical problem relative to the overall topic that has motivated the authors to conduct this research. 
· Once you identify the problem (ineffective rape crisis counseling? Lack of knowledge about whether the counseling is effective or not?), then the research questions are posed (i.e., what do you want to know that you don’t know now?), followed by the hypotheses, which are currently buried in the literature review section. The hypotheses are the authors’ tentative answers to the research questions. After the hypotheses come the research objectives, i.e., what are you going to do to determine if the hypotheses are correct or not? 
· The authors may want to consider eliminating the hypotheses and just set up the paper with a problem that has been observed, which leads to research questions to be answered (i.e., how to make RCCs more effective, or how to improve the RCCs provision of counseling services), followed by objectives that will help answer those questions.
· The Introduction should also make a brief mention of the principal findings of the research. The paper has a later literature review, but the authors should also take 1–2 sentences here to position the research relative to existing research on this topic and be clear about the academic field that frames this research (gender studies? organizational studies? communications? psychology? telemedicine? technology? sociology?) 
· The last paragraph of the introduction also should provide an overview of the paper’s structure, i.e., specify the sections that make up the paper and what each section does. 
· Most importantly, the Introduction should tell the reader why this research matters, why the topic is important, and get the reader interested in the paper. In summary, the Introduction as it is currently written tells the reader what you did, but it needs to tell the reader why you did it.

· Literature Review
The literature review must clearly indicate the academic field(s) that frames the research project. All content not related to the literature review and how this research project relates to existing literature should be relocated in other sections.

· Methods
- All research papers and academic articles must have a dedicated Methods section. I recommend that the authors reorganize the current paper to include Section 3 Methods and set up the actual research on the two questions as subsections within Methods versus the current set-up, which is the opposite. 
· The paper currently jumps right into a description of the data collection for research question 1. However, the Methods section must provide as way of introduction a general statement of the methodological approach to the research, the design of the research study (case study? mixed methods?), how the data was collected (participant observation? content analysis? interviews?) and analyzed (statistical analysis and the classification system). 
· The methods for each research question are very different, which would provide an opportunity to describe the value of a mixed method approach. The authors can either lay out both the qualitative methods for the first research question and the statistical analysis for the second question at the beginning of the Methods section, or describe the methods in detail at the start of each subsection. 
· It would be helpful to understand how the original 2 sets of classification/theme of the calls as flashback, self-harm and other, and good, medium and not good were developed, and how their reliability was verified. We also need more information on whether these classifications are sufficient to assess the type and quality of the calls using the existing matrix and to provide guidance on how to improve the feedback from the crisis center to the people calling in. 
· Given the nature of the research, the research also requires previous approval by an ethics review board of the university and a statement of confidentiality for the research participants. These issues should be addressed in the Methods section. 

· Results/Findings
- The Results section would be significantly more meaningful for the readers if the authors included transcripts of calls as examples of the three levels of classification, otherwise, the focus is all on the statistical analysis and it is quite abstract. Furthermore, the article asserts that the algorithm for classifying the calls has resulted in improvements in the quality of the interactions and the number of calls that can be processed; however, no evidence of how this improvement took place is provided. 
· Research Contribution
- This section should answer the “so what” question, i.e., why is this research important and why does it matter? The authors do a great job of laying out all the innovations of their research, but it is a list of technical achievements. This section would be much stronger if there were a clear articulation of how all this will contribute to improved counseling services for victims of rape, improved women’s mental health, etc.
· Research Limitations
- This section would be more relevant if the limitations were set up as recommendations for future research to address the shortcomings of the current research. That is, instead of only telling what the limitations were, a good research paper also points to how these limitations can be overcome by future research.
· Final Comment
- A rigorous English language editing of the paper would vastly improve the readability, understanding, and impact of this research, which by all measures, is potentially of great significance. Unfortunately, the poor level of English clouds the paper’s quality. 
