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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. Attended to and highlighted.
1. Sample size estimation not clearly mentioned. Anticipated/ previous Prevalence 2. Attended to and highlighted
used for final sample size calculation not mentioned. 3. The Table was erroneously labelled as MLR. What is shown in the

2. The author has used snow ball sampling technique for recruiting study Table is the Odds Ratio, and the accompanying 95% CI. Corrected

participants. Typically in a snow ball method, one WP user will recruit one or now as required.

more WP users and so on. Thus finally all selected subjects will be WP users. So
how was prevalence of WP use estimated in the study? If done otherwise kindly
elaborate the sampling technique used.

3. Only one variable (nationality) was found to be statistically significant, so why
was multiple logistic regression done?

Minor REVISION comments In Table 2- sociodemographic profile, nationality is divided into 3 groups, but analysis done | Attended to.
in two groups only in subsequent tables.

Optional/General comments

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)

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

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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