
PEER REVIEW HISTORY 

BMJ Open publishes all reviews undertaken for accepted manuscripts. Reviewers are asked to 

complete a checklist review form (http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf) and 

are provided with free text boxes to elaborate on their assessment. These free text comments are 

reproduced below.   

 

ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) Adherence to the Tobacco Control Act, 2007: Availability of 
workplace policy on tobacco use in bars and restaurants in Nairobi, 
Kenya 

AUTHORS Karimi, Kellen; Ayah, Richard; Olewe, Tom 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Florian Fischer 
Bielefeld University  
School of Public Health  
Department of Public Health Medicine  
P.O. Box 100 131  
33501 Bielefeld  
GERMANY 

REVIEW RETURNED 21-May-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS - The title of the manuscript is quite long. Maybe it is possible to 
make it more precise or to divide it into a main and a sub-title.  
- Abstract: The manuscript seems to be about exposure to second-
hand smoke. This is not adequately addressed in the introduction of 
the abstract.  
- The whole manuscript needs to be seen by a native English 
speaker. There are several mistakes and sometimes it is hard to 
read. Furthermore, the authors frequently use a semicolon although 
it is not needed.  
- In the introduction (page 3, line 5) the authors use data for deaths 
and diseases attributable to tobacco use which are outdated (2008). 
Please use more recent data.  
- The whole introduction needs to be more specified and shortened. 
For example, information on people employed in the tourism and 
hospitality sector are provided on a global level. This is not 
necessary.  
- The research question is not stated at the end of the introduction. 
Therefore, the reader does not now what to expect.  
- Several aspects remain unclear in the methods, e.g.: Why were the 
bars visited? Who was interviews? [You can only guess that 
managers of the bars and restaurants were interviewed.] How were 
missing values handled? Why was only a chi-square test used? 
Which variables were collected? Why do you mention 95% CI, 
although there was only a univariate analysis without any CIs? Is 
there a possibility to use bivariate analysis (e.g. correlations) or 
further multivariate analyses? I cannot answer this question, 
because I do not know which questions were asked.  
- Results: Please describe the study population a bit more clearly. 
The sentence "There were more man than women" is not clear to 
the reader. You mention the percentages afterwards, but at this 
stage you do not know if you mean the managers or the people in 
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the bards/restaurants. This is also unclear due to the fact that the 
research question was not adequatly stated and the description of 
methods is insufficient.  
- There seem to be missing information in the sentence at page 6, 
line 38.  
- If you state p-values, please make this consistent: Either two or 
three decimals. Furthermore, "p = 0.000" should be changed into "p 
< 0.001".  
- The discussion is very broad. Please make it more specific 
according to the results of your study. E.g. the discussion about 
population growth is not necessary.  
- Please clearly answer the question what your study results to 
imply. What is the additional value for research and policy?  
- Please be careful some conclusions. Cou cannot describe any 
causality (page 10, line 27).  

 

REVIEWER Kinga Polanska 
Nofer Institute of Occupational Medicine 

REVIEW RETURNED 30-May-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I recommend to use p<0.001 instead p=0.0000  
I would delete the “Discussion” part from the abstract (please check 
and follow the instructions for authors  
I would delete the first sentence in line 18 page 3 “Smoking of 
tobacco has also……”  
I recommend to enrich the manuscript with the few sentences 
presenting data from other countries with the emphasis of 
compliance with the existing legislation.  
The methods section of the manuscript need to be improved as in 
this version it contains some repetitions – as the example: line 23 on 
page 5 and line 43 page 5. 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1  

 

Reviewer Name: Florian Fischer  

 

Institution and Country  

Bielefeld University School of Public Health  

Department of Public Health Medicine  

P.O. Box 100 131  

33501 Bielefeld  

GERMANY  

 

Please state any competing interests or state ‘None declared’:  

None declared.  

Stated  

 

Please leave your comments for the authors below  

 

1. The title of the manuscript is quite long. Maybe it is possible to make it more precise or to divide it 

into a main and a sub-title.  

The title of the manuscript has been edited. Word count reduced from 27 to 21  
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2. Abstract: The manuscript seems to be about exposure to second-hand smoke. This is not 

adequately addressed in the introduction of the abstract.  

The abstract has been edited to address exposure to second-hand smoke  

 

3. The whole manuscript needs to be seen by a native English speaker. There are several mistakes 

and sometimes it is hard to read. Furthermore, the authors frequently use a semicolon although it is 

not needed.  

The entire manuscript has been edited. The unnecessary semi-colons have been removed  

 

4. In the introduction (page 3, line 5) the authors use data for deaths and diseases attributable to 

tobacco use which are outdated (2008). Please use more recent data.  

Outdated data for deaths and diseases attributable to tobacco use has been revised to include current 

more up-to-date data.  

 

5. The whole introduction needs to be more specified and shortened. For example, information on 

people employed in the tourism and hospitality sector are provided on a global level. This is not 

necessary.  

Introduction revised, unnecessary information removed.  

 

6. The research question is not stated at the end of the introduction. Therefore, the reader does not 

know what to expect  

The research objective has been stated at the end of the introduction.  

 

7. Several aspects remain unclear in the methods, e.g.: Why were the bars visited? Who was 

interviews? [You can only guess that managers of the bars and restaurants were interviewed.] How 

were missing values handled? Why was only a chi-square test used? Which variables were collected? 

Why do you mention 95% CI, although there was only a univariate analysis without any CIs? Is there 

a possibility to use bivariate analysis (e.g. correlations) or further multivariate analyses? I cannot 

answer this question, because I do not know which questions were asked.  

 

Methods section revised:  

Reason for visiting bars and restaurants stated  

People interviewed specified  

The non-respondents were followed up but declined to respond to the questionnaire.  

A study by Yehuda Baruch, 1999 to explore what should be a reasonable response rate in academic 

studies suggested that a response rate of 60% +/- 20 is acceptable. Explanation on decline should 

however be justified. For this study, a response rate of 81% was achieved.  

This is however considered a study limitation  

Variables collected included socio-demographic characteristics of managers (sex and highest level of 

education), type of establishment, smoking takes place, presence of designated smoking areas, 

display of “No smoking” signs (provisions of the Tobacco Control Act, 2007), availability of workplace 

policy on tobacco use  

Bivariate analysis was conducted. Pearsons Correlation was done to determine association between 

level of education and provisions that predict adherence to the Tobacco Control Act, 2007.  

 

8. Results: Please describe the study population a bit more clearly. The sentence "There were more 

man than women" is not clear to the reader. You mention the percentages afterwards, but at this 

stage you do not know if you mean the managers or the people in the bards/restaurants. This is also 

unclear due to the fact that the research question was not adequately stated and the description of 

methods is insufficient.  

Study population described as males and females (it is now clear).  
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9. There seem to be missing information in the sentence at page 6, line 38.  

The sentence on page 6, line 38 had been edited. The statement is now clear  

 

10. If you state p-values, please make this consistent: Either two or three decimals. Furthermore, "p = 

0.000" should be changed into "p < 0.001".  

Noted and revised accordingly  

 

11. The discussion is very broad. Please make it more specific according to the results of your study. 

E.g. the discussion about population growth is not necessary.  

Discussion has been made more specific. The information on population growth has been deleted.  

 

12. Please clearly answer the question what your study results to imply. What is the additional value 

for research and policy?  

The research question has been answered  

Additional value for research and policy described in the conclusion and recommendation section  

 

13. Please be careful some conclusions. You cannot describe any causality(page 10, line 27).  

Statements drawing conclusions have been edited  

 

 

 

Reviewer: 2  

 

Reviewer Name: Kinga Polanska  

 

Institution and Country  

Nofer Institute of Occupational Medicine  

Please state any competing interests or state ‘None declared’:  

None declared  

Stated  

 

Please leave your comments for the authors below  

 

1. I recommend to use p<0.001 instead p=0.0000  

Noted and revised accordingly  

 

2. I would delete the “Discussion” part from the abstract (please checkand follow the instructions for 

authors  

I would delete the first sentence in line 18 page 3 “Smoking of tobaccohas also……”  

The “Discussion” part has been deleted from the abstract  

Line 18, page 3 has been deleted  

 

3. I recommend enriching the manuscript with the few sentences presentingdata from other countries 

with the emphasis of compliance with theexisting legislation.  

Data from other countries has been included  

 

4. The methods section of the manuscript need to be improved as in thisversion it contains some 

repetitions – as the example: line 23 on page 5and line 43 page 5.  

The methods section has been reviewed  

Deleted repeated lines: line 43 page 5 
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VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

 

REVIEWER Florian Fischer 
Bielefeld University, School of Public Health 

REVIEW RETURNED 18-Jul-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The manuscript has improved significantly, but I still recommend to 
describe the limitations a bit more detailed. 

 

REVIEWER Kinga Polanska 
Nofer Institute of Occupational Medicine 

REVIEW RETURNED 27-Jul-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors have followed my reccomendations  
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