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Reviewer’s comment
The authors assess the knowledge of community theadtkers on
neonatal jaundice in Southern Nigeria. They foulmat tommunity|
health workers may recognize neonatal jaundicekbotwledge on
causes and treatment is inadequate. This is aipgerstudy. The
statistical analysis and results of the relatiomshetween work
experience and treatment knowledge were not cleldgribed.

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. Abstract, Results: “Work experience was signifibamrtssociated
with knowledge of the use of EBT and phototherapythe
treatment of NNJ with those less than 5 years lhpetter

knowledge than the older ones” is not precise.dlekescribe the

detailed data of knowledge and work experiencer§yéa Results
section.

2. Conclusion: “Knowledge seems to worsen with londygration of
service”. Please give P values of this relationglsgems) anc
discuss the causes in Discussion.

17

Table IV has been modified to include years of service.

Conclusion has been modified and possible ca
highlighted in the discussion.

Minor REVISION comments

1. This study was explained to participants and ohnbsé who gave
consent were given the questionnaires to fill. &demdicate the
study was approved by an Institutional Review Board

2. Line 80: Does the value (6.01 + 4.97 years) remitesgean +
SD?

3. Line 124: Change “earlier mentionedl” to “earlieemtioned
[1]11.

4. Table V is not clearly described. Is the upper mwhe lower
row with complication? The percentages of othendiess and
death were not correct. Change 1 (1.5) to 1 (5)(115) to 23
(11.5), and 200 00) to 200 (100).

The study was approved by the Institutional Review
Board of Bayelsa State College of Health Technology. This
has been included in the text

6.01 £ 4.97 years represents mean + SD
Line 124 has been corrected

‘earlier mentioned [1]’ has been corrected
Table V has been corrected

Optional/General comments

Need to indicate this study was approved by the Institutional
Review Board.
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