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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. Is this paper intended to be about children? It is not clear at all and is very confusing – 
it reads as if it is a general paper about adult injury but most of the citations are related to 
children and the people who were trained are caregivers of children. 
 
2. The authors swap between “emergency injury care” and “emergency medical care” 
throughout the paper, and in the abstract line 11 says “community volunteers were 
developed to provide EIC during any emergency situation”. This paper is only about 
injury care and thus that line is not true. Injury should be used consistently.  
 
3. The sentence beginning on line 40 needs supporting evidence. 
 
4. The sentence beginning on line 41 “In preventive medicine or primary care” does not 
make sense. Why is preventive medicine and primary care being mentioned here? 
 
5. The sentence beginning on line 43 “The availability of health care providers” needs 
supporting evidence. 
 
6. The sentence beginning on line 49 states that injury is a leading cause of morbidity 
and mortality worldwide, but the citations appear to only reference Bangladesh. If the 
authors want to keep the sentence, the references should be broadened, but they could 
also change the sentence to reflect the burden of injury in Bangladesh only. 
 
7. There should be more information about PRECISE in the background. 
 
8. The methods section needs to be reordered – it is very repetitive and the content does 
not align with the subheadings (for instance, not everything mentioned under study 
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setting is part of the study setting) 
 
9. There should be more information about the doctors selected to conduct the training – 
what type of doctors were they, with what training level? Were they volunteers? Who 
trained the trainers? 
 
10. There needs to be some information about the content of the training. What topics 
were covered? Why were these chosen? Who developed the course? Also, there is a lot 
of mention of CPR in the methods and it sounds like a significant amount of course time 
was devoted to the topic. Who decided that CPR was important when training laypersons 
on injury care? This decision needs to be explained in the paper. 
 
11. The paragraph beginning on line 110 is confusing and should be reworded. 
 
12. The paragraph beginning on line 135 is results. 
 
13. The reporting form, mentioned on line 143, needs to be described; specifically, what 
type of information was recorded. 
 
14. The paper mentions injury severity multiple times, specifically in the results section, 
but nowhere is it defined how injury severity was scored and who was doing the scoring. 
 
15. In line with point 10, there needs to be information about the referral training given to 
course participants, specifically about when they were told to refer patients to a higher 
level of care. It is a bit concerning that laypersons with 3 days of training were making 
decisions about whether or not injured persons needed medical care, and so it would be 
good to describe what they were taught as referral parameters. 
 
16. The results of the drowning patients are not clear. Were there 3 people who were not 
breathing at all after drowning, and all of them were successfully resuscitated with CPR 
at the scene?  
 
17. Why were the groups chosen to receive the EIC training chosen? Because they work 
with children? (this then makes the paper about children – see point 1) 
 
18. Line 307 remove “any emergency health situation” and replace with injury 
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29. Line 308 needs citation, as this was not a result of this study 
 
30. Line 316 is not a conclusion of this paper – this is an observational paper 
 
31. Line 318, the word “effective” has not been defined anywhere – how was this training 
effective? Also, how was it low cost? The cost has not been discussed.  
 
32. The conclusions section needs to be reworded to be in line with the actual results of 
the paper (the types of injury seen by laypersons, and the care provided) 
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Minor  REVISION 
comments 
 

1. In the first line of the background, the definition of “Emergency Injury Care” is not 
clear. Who is stabilizing these casualties? 
 
2. I don’t think citation 8 is cited correctly. 
 
3. Citation 12 is not cited correctly. 
 
4. The background would be improved in general with more citations and more recent 
citations  (most are from the 90s and early 00s and there are more recent statistics in the 
literature) 
 
5. On line 61 I would add in “many”, because this is a very strong statement that the 
authors have not supported at all. 
 
6. This data is from a long time ago (2008), and as a reader I would like to know why the 
authors are only publishing it now. 
 
7. I would reorder the entire results section to make it easier to read. The paragraph 
starting on line 183 should be the first paragraph, including demographics of casualties, 
location, and type. The subsequent paragraphs can then delve deeper into each injury 
type, and should be ordered by most frequent to least, beginning with cuts, then falls, 
etc.  
8. Tables 1 and 2 should be ordered by frequency. 

 

Optional /General  
comments 
 

1. The entire abstract needs to be revised to be in-line with the changes requested in the 
body of the paper.  
 
2. There are many typographical errors that need to be corrected before publication. 
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