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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  Abstract: Grammar mistakes, Cross-sectional study in methodology, conclusion and
recommendations to be rewritten.

 Introduction: Grammar mistakes.
 Methodology: How was the questionnaire prepared? How was the Sample size

calculated? Minimum sample size should be 30. With such a low sample size, nothing can
be proved. How did u do random sampling with such few subjects? What was the total
study population? Where are the inclusion criteria?

 What is your study population? From beginning till methodology, you have mentioned
only nurses. But in results, you have mentioned that physicians were included in the
study.

 Operational definition for LBA? Was grading the severity subjective?
 Results: What is the relationship of smoking and marital status with your study objective?
 Why have you asked knowledge questions? It is neither given in the title nor the

objectives.
 Only if p<0.05 it is significant. Many results with p>0.05 has been described as significant.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments Methodology is improper
Questionnaire is not framed based on the objectives
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