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Review Form 1.7

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)

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

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

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide

additional suggestions/comments)

1. The manuscript important for scientific community. Because for healthcare organizations to
develop a culture of patient care that focused on improving the safety of that care.
2. The title is not self-explanatory (it must be include, place, time etc.)

The abstract not comprehensive. Because

- Introduction: In this part, the rational of the study not explained. So you have to include the

rational of the study

- Study design, study of place and time is a part of methodology. so you can write under
methodology

e.g .Method: an institutional qualitative study was conducted among from

- The recommendation in the conclusion part of the abstract is not included. So in your conclusion

part add your recommendation one up to two line

4. Subsections and structure of the manuscript partially appropriate. Because in methodology too
short, and the result and discussion part have no separate section. This makes to identify the major
discussion point.

5. Partially the manuscript is scientifically Correct. Because to say scientifically correct it must be
fulfilled the criteria, free from any grammatically error, spelling error pun cation error, and it must be
accurate and concise. However, after comment if the author's correct it may be scientifically

Correct. Otherwise as current evaluation does not met it.

6. The adequacy of the reference is depended on the availability of literature. But still is not

adequate. But an average in terms of using updated reference is good

v Title is needed modification

v/ Rational of study the must be clearly stated

v" Revising the whole document is mandatory to correct the grammatical error

v If result and discussion part is discussed independently is good for clarity. Other ways to
know the major finding is difficult.
If the authors /are for discussion and conclusion if selected the major variables is preferable

, otherwise discussion the whole variables make it bore .
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Minor REVISION comments

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

communications?

Optional/General comments

Is good, but needs some grammatical correction

PART 2:

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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