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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	In my opinion, this manuscript addresses an important public‑health gap by quantifying household heads’ knowledge, attitudes, and avoidance behaviors toward secondhand smoke (SHS) in a densely populated urban barangay—an environment where SHS exposure is likely to be concentrated yet under‑studied. By combining validated survey measures with a reasonably large sample (n=361), the study provides empirical evidence on the disconnect between awareness and protective actions, showing that favorable attitudes (rather than knowledge alone) are more strongly associated with avoidance behaviors. These findings are directly relevant to nursing, community health, and tobacco‑control programs because they point to modifiable targets (attitude‑focused interventions, skills for refusal/assertiveness, and community enforcement strategies) for reducing household SHS exposure.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, but it needs to be fixed. For example: “Knowledge, Attitudes and Avoidance Behaviors Toward Secondhand Smoke Among Household Heads in a Highly Urbanized Barangay, Iloilo City: A Descriptive‑Correlational Study”
	

	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.


	Yes, but it needs to be fixed
Suggestion: 

1. Use a structured abstract with headings (Background/Objective/Methods/Results/Conclusion).

2. State sampling (convenience), sample size and response rate (if known), study dates, instrument validation, key numerical results (means ± SD, correlation coefficients with p-values).

3. Avoid general statements; include exact statistics (e.g., rs values and p).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound in its overall design and basic analyses, but it requires several important clarifications and improvements before it can be judged fully correct for publication.

Positive points supporting scientific validity

1. The research question is clear and relevant: assessing knowledge, attitudes, and avoidance behaviors toward secondhand smoke (SHS) in a high‑density urban community is an important public‑health topic.

2. Sample size (n = 361) is adequate for descriptive and correlational analyses.

3. Use of validated/adapted instruments and reporting of internal consistency (KR‑20 and Cronbach’s α) is appropriate.

4. The choice of nonparametric correlation (Spearman’s rho) is suitable given non‑normal distributions.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is broadly relevant and cites a mix of regional and international studies on secondhand smoke (SHS), measurement sources, and policy documents — which is appropriate for this manuscript’s scope.
	

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


	Overall, the manuscript is readable and the scientific message is clear
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript requires substantial revision before it is publishable. Key areas needing attention are: methods transparency (detailed sampling/recruitment procedures, inclusion/exclusion criteria, response rate, instrument content and scoring, and data‑collector training); improved statistical reporting (exact p‑values, effect sizes, confidence intervals, subgroup comparisons, and consideration of multivariable analysis to adjust for confounders); and clearer presentation
Please refer to my comments as I wrote in the manuscript to see a complete suggestion
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Yes — several ethical issues and reporting gaps appear in the manuscript. Some are minor reporting omissions that can be corrected by adding statements; others raise potential concerns about participant protection, data handling, and transparency that the authors must address before publication.
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