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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.
	This original research article demonstrates the importance, and yet, the relative lack of simple cost-effective measures at monitoring severity and response to treatment for asthma and COPD in a major tertiary hospital in Ghana. It identifies where the gaps and deficiencies exists, and invites feedback on barriers to implementation of changes. More importantly, it shows a significant gap in ability between respiratory trained nurses and general nurses in Peak Flow Meter use, which should otherwise be considered a general nursing skill. At the end, it suggests key improvements which are important for the scientific and nursing community on the whole.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	It is appropriate
	

	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.
	Nurses at KATH demonstrated substantial gaps in both knowledge and practice of PFM use despite its its regular use in clinical situations and acknowledging its clinical importance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methodology of the study is well designed and its sampling is well constructed.
It can be argued why you will sample nurses in Surgical Wards with the same frequency and Medical and Emergency considering that they will most likely see Asthma / COPD patients with lower frequency as the others (and are therefore expected to be less familiar and less expert with the PFM)
It is also noted that the questionnaire was pre-tested with 20 nurses - it is important to identify whether these nurses were Respiratory-trained, or not. An area of potential bias in this questionnaire, is that it is a knowledge-based questionnaire (eg knowledge about colours, flow rate, functions of devices) rather that functionality assessment (eg. nurses may know quite well how to use one, without knowing how to explain it in words).
There may be some numerical errors (typographical) which is mentioned later in this review that needs correction. Note that in Table 2 Knowledge 312 persons responded YES to having been taught to use PFM corresponding to a 93% positive response rate. However, in the Para 3.3 “As shown in Table 3, only 93 (27.8%) of respondents had ever been taught how to use a PFM, and an even smaller proportion had used one in patient assessment (n = 84, 25.1%). About 90 (26.9%) reported using the PFM to monitor acute exacerbations of asthma, while fewer than one-fifth used it for assessing disease severity or adjusting therapy.” these statements don’t seem to correlate and I am unable to identify the source of that data.
As for Barriers to Implementation, it would be particularly useful if the investigators have looked into the reasons for these barriers especially if there was any differences between the Emergency, Medical or Surgical wards - this would have been particularly important in those barriers where there was a significant discrepancy between positive and negative responses.
It would also have been useful to ask more “difficult questions” regarding why PFM may not be commonly used eg. if it was not part of the routine treatment protocol, or if its results does not change treatment decisions, or whether PFM results are reliable in acute exacerbations of asthma or COPD which are commonly seen in hospital situations.
Whilst the authors correctly proposed suggestions for improvements, further details on how these suggestions can be carried out, especially considering the barriers already listed, will be a more useful addition, making this a more impactful article.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	To my knowledge, yes.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments
	None
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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