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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 
 

This is a well written report on a subject of local interest and some worldwide 
interest as well. The results are not new and not unexpected. 
The paper needs some language revision. 
I wonder why the authors use 0,01 instead of the conventional 0,05 level for the p 
value in their analysis. Should be commented. 
Furthermore, religion and cast are not a natural parameter compared to the 
economic situation of the included children. For the readers some explanation is 
necessary. 
The structured questionnaire is missing and could be included in the publication.  
 

Although results are not new, not much has been studied about physical 
activity pattern and screen time of school children from Punjab, 
especially from the perspective of regional disparity. 
If results are significant at 0.01, it obviously means it would be 
significant at 0.05, but not vice-versa.  Statistician suggested to use 0.01 
when results are significant at both 0.05 and 0.01, as this make results 
more stringent. 
This study was a part of my PhD research, wherein, along with other 
parameters, religion and caste were studied for the assessment of 
nutritional status. 
The structured questionnaire included in the publication (Appendix I).  
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