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	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.


	This study was designed to show the risk factors related to neonatal sepsis in a particular area. The risk factors mentioned in this study are in fact well known factors in the literature. The authors added the nursing staff’s educational level as another factor. However, this made study a rather combination of two studies.   
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the study does not include the part that the nursing education level was important in identifying the risks which in fact the important part of the study as the rest of the information would be a repeat of what is known except for the particular geographical area where the study was held. 
	

	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.


	The abstract needs rewriting especially in terms of English language revision. It is understood that as if the study has been planned and will be conducted in the future rather then has already been completed. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The scientific information provided overlaps with the literature therefore it is not something new. However, nursing team’s experience level and its effect on care could be made more prominent in discussion to make it slightly different then other studies. 
	

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

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


	Yes, except for the abstract.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Under heading 3.11. Clinical findings of the neonatal sepsis should be described more robust and complying with scientific language rather then daily expressions (e.g. rather then pus dripping from ear, purulent discharge from ear canal would be more relevant and feeling cold is a subjective expression)

Under heading 3.2, the authors reported 
Table 3 needs amending, it is not clear. 

Nursing teams’ experience and it’s effect on neonatal sepsis is described as a risk factor and it is perceived as something negative. It can be replaced as predictive factor as lack of knowledge would be a risk factor. Because as far as understood from the narrative of the authors the aim was to note that the increased educational level was related to detection of the condition. 
The Table 3 gives information suggesting the knowledge levels of nurses were tested, however, which test was used is not clear and the results are presented as wright and wrong or poor which do not make it clear to the reader. It should rather be as the successful and unsuccessful and how was the test or the questionnaire used was developed or utilized should be mentioned as well. 
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