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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Reference correction

· Check for consistent Vancouver style punctuation (e.g., use semicolons between author initials).

· Ensure uniform italics for journal names.

· Fix spacing inconsistencies (e.g., “Akinbodewa, A. ., Gbala, M. ., Ige, O. .” → “Akinbodewa A, Gbala M, Ige O, et al.”).

· Verify DOI hyperlinks and formatting (should not have “Accessed” text unless it’s a web-only source).

· Add references for any figures adapted or guidelines cited (e.g., AHA 2024).


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Minor grammar edits:

· “Healthcare professionals’ competence in BLS in these scenarios” → “Healthcare professionals’ competence in these BLS scenarios.”

· “Substantial knowledge and practical competence in BLS not merely advantageous but critically essential.” → “Substantial knowledge and practical competence in BLS are not merely advantageous but critically essential.”

· Ensure past tense is used throughout Methods and Results.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Introduction Corrections:
· Shorten repetitive phrases (e.g., “adequate BLS knowledge may lead to hesitation” → “inadequate BLS knowledge may cause hesitation”).

· Clearly state the study objectives at the end using bullet or numbered form:

· The objectives of this study were to:

1. Assess the level of knowledge of BLS among healthcare professionals.

2. Examine their attitudes toward BLS.

3. Evaluate their self-reported practice and readiness to perform BLS.

4. Identify factors associated with knowledge, attitude, and practice.

Methods Corrections:
· Clarify sample size formula (show full Yamane formula and computed steps).

· Specify ethical clearance date and approval number clearly (move from “Ethical Approval” section to Methods end).

· Add a brief note on pilot testing or reliability for the questionnaire (Cronbach’s α already cited—state for each section).

· Mention if missing data were handled or excluded.

Results Corrections:
· Align decimal points and use consistent presentation of p-values (e.g., use “p < 0.05” consistently).

· Tables 2–7: ensure uniform caption format (“Table 2. Overall knowledge of BLS among…”) and note under tables if multiple answers were possible.

· Include n-values in figures and ensure figure legends are below, not above.

Discussion Corrections:
· Begin with a concise summary paragraph of key findings before comparisons.

· Add a short paragraph on implications for policy and practice.

· Clearly separate limitations (currently implied but not stated):

· Limitations: The study used self-reported practices, which may introduce response bias. Being cross-sectional, causal relationships cannot be inferred.

· End with a brief “Recommendations” paragraph summarizing actionable outcomes.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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