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Compulsory REVISION comments

Abstract and Title:
Rather use “selected” than “some” prescriptions ...

References:
e Please change citations in the manuscript to the journal requirements, i.e. within
square brackets [1] and not as superscripts as is currently the case.
e Please check the citation number used on page 7, second line.

Methods:

e Under the heading “Research method and Design”, should be included the cross-
sectional design applied, currently it is only mentioned in the abstract.

e ltis not clear how the researcher implemented the convenience sampling. Please
elaborate.

e Preferably refer to “capturing” data rather than “inputed.”

e The journal requires P values to be an uppercase, italicised P. Please visit
http://www.sciencedomain.org/journal/69/authors-instruction to correct the use
throughout in this manuscript.

Results:

e There are more results in the abstract and discussion than in the Results section;
and there is no indication of significant results to prove whether the null hypothesis
could be rejected or not. However, a statement regarding the hypothesis ends the
Discussion.

e What was the purpose of having a theoretical framework (Health Belief Model) if it
was not explained or applied?

Discussion:
e The first sentence should be substantiated with a reference.
e A significant finding was referred to on page 16 without any statistical proof.
Consider changing the word “significant” to “outstanding” or something similar.

Limitations:
e Results might have been affected by several shortcomings in the study (as
described on pagel3 and several subsequent pages) e.g. use of only a fee-paying
pharmacy — these should be included as study limitations.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

The study provides insights into the degree to which selected prescriptions at a Nigerian
hospital complied to the WHO guidelines. A short background was provided. The study
used a suitable design; and methods applied were well described. However, more
information should be given how sampling was done to enable reproduction of this study.
Although little information is provided on the compilation of the questionnaire, the
instrument was pre-tested and adjusted where necessary. In some instances, more details
regarding methods and results were provided in the abstract than in these sections of the
manuscript and should be corrected. In the discussion, comparisons have been made of
findings to those reported in literature. Noteworthy recommendations were made to

improve compliance of prescriptions in the study setting to that of the WHO guidelines.
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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