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Revision 1

AUTHORS' RESPONSE TO REVIEWERS

Authors' reply to reviewers

The next pages contain the authors' point-by-point reply to the comments of this
revision round, as submitted with the revised manuscript. It is published as the
authors wrote it.
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Dear Editor

Thank you very much for your consideration.
We revised the manuscript based on the reviewer’s comments. We also highlighted the
corrections by red fonts and also answers to all comments below.

Minor Comment

The different parts of the study should be reviewed again in terms of the way they are written
(write scientific English).

All parts were revised in terms of language.

Abstract

Background

The authors have not clearly specified the knowledge gap and the aim. It is better that this part be
corrected.

The aim of the study and the knowledge gap are given in the main introduction and were
also added to this part of the abstract.

Introduction
Second line, first reference: this reference should be removed.
The reference was removed.

Method:

In part of the study methods, the GIS software should be introduced, including which
version was used.
The software version was mentioned along with its reference.

Procedures:

Fourth paragraph

How was the criterion of the distance of patients' homes from crowded areas calculated?
For example, if a person is 10 kilometers away from a highway, which of these two
groups would they be placed in? Did the authors of the study consider a threshold for
these two groups

(noisy and quiet)?

In fact, the noisy group consisted only of homes on the edge of highways, the airport,
intersections and main streets. This meant homes that were located directly on the
immediate edge of these places. Explanations were added to the text.

Statistical analysis:
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The significance level of the study should be stated.
A significance level of 0.05 was added to the text.
Ethics Code:

Did the authors of the study obtain informed consent from the participants before
conducting the study? This should be mentioned in this paragraph.
Consent was obtained and added to the text.

Results

Demographic findings
First paragraph, third line: must definitely be reviewed again in terms of writing.

The sentence in question was rewritten.

GIS findings

Given that this study was conducted in Kermanshah province, the authors of this study
had access only to the data of patients of this city.

Was this image taken from another source? Cite its source. If this map was drawn based
on the data of this study, given that there are only 12 samples from other provinces in this
study, a geographical distribution for the whole of Iran cannot be drawn with such limited
data; therefore, it is better that this map be removed from the study.

The map in question is the result of the data of the present study and the output of
the GIS software analysis, and in a way confirms the Referral status of the
Kermanshah sleep center. Our aim with this map was not to examine the
geographical distribution of all patients in Iran; only patients referred to
Kermanshah were considered. However, these data in a way point out the
importance of establishing similar centers in other regions of the country; therefore,
the authors of the article request that this map not be removed from the article.

Discussion

First paragraph: it is better that the main findings of the research be stated in the first
sentence of the discussion, and that the answer to the research question presented at the
end of the introduction be given. Added.

First paragraph, second to third line: this sentence is not appropriate for the discussion.
Removed.

First paragraph, line 9: this sentence is appropriate for the introduction of the article.
Therefore, it is better that it be removed from the discussion. Removed.

Second paragraph, lines 9 to 15: the results of this study should also be used in this part.
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Based on the results obtained from the study, this part can be discussed. These few
sentences were in fact written to justify the study findings (no difference in sleep
characteristics between the group living in a quiet environment and the group living in a
noisy environment).

Last paragraph: this part is the limitations of the study, so it is better that it be placed in
that section. Moved to the limitations section.

Conclusion

Overall, it is better that this part be rewritten, with precise attention to the items that
should be addressed in the Conclusion. The Conclusion should be presented about the
results of the study. Corrected.

Third to sixth line: this sentence is in fact a kind of suggestion for the future, so it is
better that it be placed in the discussion. Corrected.

Sixth line to the end of the conclusion: this part is appropriate for the discussion.
Corrected.

Limitation

More limitations can be considered for this study; for example, due to the small sample
size, some of the results may not have become significant; for this reason, the small
sample size can be considered a limitation. The small sample size was added as a
limitation.
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Importance and originality or the subject? (Is the information, or the interpretation of the
information, new?) Yes

Proper Authors’ names and institutional affiliations? Yes

Source(s) of support in the form of grants, equipment, drugs, or all of these? Yes

Is there structured ABSTRACT? Yes

How many words are there in the ABSTRACT (Count = 250-350)? Yes

Accurateness and adequacy of the ABSTRACT? (Does the abstract describe the content
accurately?) No

Are KEYWORDS (3-10) selected form MESH ( HYPERLINK
"http://www.nlm.nih.gov/mesh/MBrowser.html"
http://www.nlm.nih.gov/mesh/MBrowser.html)? No

Clarity of the objectives/hypotheses? (Are the objectives clearly stated?) Yes
Does INTRODUCTION include: “What we know”, “What we don’t know” and “Aims”?
Yes

Clearly describe selection of participants (patients or laboratory animals, including
controls)? yes

Study Design Described Sufficiently? Yes

Adequacy of the sample studied? Yes

Subjects Representative of Target Population? Yes

Provided sample size calculation or justification? N/A

Control Subjects Appropriate N/A

Power of study declared? NO

Reported actual P values for primary analyses? NO

Blinding of Investigators (if possible)? N/A

Blinding of subjects (if possible)? N/A

Identify the methods, apparatus (give the manufacturer’s name and address in
parentheses)? NO

Identify procedures in sufficient detail to allow other workers to reproduce the results?
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Give references to established methods and brief descriptions for methods that have been
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Describe new or substantially modified methods, give reasons for using them, and
evaluate their limitations? N/A

Identify precisely all drugs and chemicals used, including generic name(s), dose(s), and
route(s) of administration? N/A

Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria Explained? NO

Appropriate Statistical Analysis? Yes

Identified all statistical methods unambiguously? Yes

Explain Ethical Considerations? NO

Accuracy of the interpretation of RESULTS? Yes

RESULTS recorded appropriately? Yes

Appropriateness, clarity, and adequacy of the TABLES AND FIGURES? Yes
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CONCLUSIONS justified & substantiated? No
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