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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript addresses an important issue in health service organizations by examining the determinants of employee productivity in hospitals. Employee productivity is a critical driver of service quality, efficiency, and patient satisfaction in healthcare institutions, especially in resource-constrained settings such as regional hospitals. By analyzing the roles of the work environment, human capital, and employee engagement, the study provides practical insights that can guide hospital management in formulating strategies to improve employee performance. The findings are relevant not only for Tanoh Gayo Hospital but also for broader discussions on human resource management in healthcare institutions across developing regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the content of the study. It highlights the key focus on determinants of work productivity and specifies the case institution. However, for improved scholarly appeal, you might consider a slightly refined title such as:
“Determinants of Employee Productivity in Health Institutions: Evidence from Tanoh Gayo Hospital, Gayo Lues, Indonesia”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is generally comprehensive, presenting the aim, methodology, results, and conclusion. However, it could be improved by:

· Explicitly stating the statistical significance levels (e.g., p-values) of the results.

· Adding a brief sentence on the practical implications for hospital management and policymakers.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears scientifically sound. The research design (quantitative, survey method), census sampling due to small population size, and regression analysis are appropriate. The interpretation of R² and the emphasis on employee engagement as the dominant factor are correctly derived. Still, the study would benefit from deeper theoretical grounding in human resource and organizational behavior literature.
	

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

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The English is clear and understandable, but there are minor grammatical and stylistic issues that could be improved through careful editing for flow, conciseness, and academic tone. For example, phrases like “prove that” could be replaced with “demonstrate” for better scholarly style.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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