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EVALUATION

Please summarize the main findings of the study.

The study outcomes indicate that screening for alcohol followed by a standardised brief intervention is feasible
and can be implemented in PHC settings in Kasakhstan.

Please highlight the limitations and strengths.

The contribution of this study is very important for the public health. I think it is very well writing, the
bibliography used is complete and updated. I simply consider that there is a mistake in the objective and
assessment of the effectiveness of a pilot study.

Please provide your detailed review report to the authors. The editors prefer to receive your
review structured in major and minor comments. Please consider in your review the methods
(statistical methods valid and correctly applied (e.g. sample size, choice of test), is the study replicable
based on the method description?), results, data interpretation and references. If there are any
objective errors, or if the conclusions are not supported, you should detail your concerns.

The contribution of this study is very important for the public health. I think it is very well writing, the
bibliography used is complete and updated. However, I think there are a problem with the objective, because
in the abstract the objective says: “The aim of this pilot trial was to assess the feasibility of ASBI in primary
health care units (PHCU) in Kazakhstan” and in the introduction is: “The primary aim of this pilot cluster-
randomised trial was to assess the feasibility of ASBI implementation in primary health care units (PHCU) in
Kazakhstan and to compare its efficacy against simple feedback as a control intervention”. I don´t agree with
evaluate “efficacy” in a pilot study, and the primary objective must be asses the “feasibility”, indeed, I consider
that efficacy is not appropriate to be evaluated in a pilot study, even as a secondary objective.
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Does the reference list cover the relevant literature adequately and in an unbiased manner?)

Yes, the bibliography is relevant and update.
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