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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct
the manuscript and highlight that part in the
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thetitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form.

Not so important

Title is OK. However, data analysis and methodology is not proper.

Not proper. Conclusion drawn are not supported by the data.

Not appropriate.

Not correct. See my comments.

OK
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)
Minor REVISION comments OK

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly

communications?

Optional/General comments

The aim of the paper is to describe the satisfaction of the dietary services among the
patients, selected from two tertiary hospitals.

The copy of the questionnaire used for interviewing the subjects should be included in the
manuscript as a table or as an appendix.

The authors have used only 9 items, distributed over Table 1 and Table 2. They can be
shown in one Table. It is better to give a composite score to these items and then
conclusions should be drawn accordingly.

Surprisingly, in Table 3, the answers to items are sought only in Yes/No.

In order to pool the scores for all the items, the item with yes to be given the score of 2.0
and the item with no to be given as score 4. Include them also in pooled score and then
draw the conclusion.

The results provided under Fig. 1 cannot be taken as reliable.

The patient satisfaction about dietary services to be obtained based on 15 items used in
the manuscript and not based on single question as shown in Fig. 1.

Methodology used and analysis attempted need an improvement.
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Reviewer’'s comment

Author’'s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight
that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her
feedback here)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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