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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.

	The article primarily discusses the theoretical aspects of health emergencies, particularly pandemic-like situations. It focuses on the fundamentals of pandemic preparedness, resilience, and recovery within the healthcare sector. In addition, the manuscript provides several practical recommendations related to these topics.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	N/A
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
N/A
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
No. The title of the manuscript is incomplete due to the following reasons.
The scope of the manuscript should be clearly defined and confined to a specific issue, time period, and geographical setting. At present, the discussion appears too broad, which affects the clarity and focus of the study. Narrowing the scope will help improve the depth of analysis, strengthen the relevance of the arguments, and enhance the overall scientific value of the manuscript.
Ex: An Evaluation of Pandemic Preparedness in the Healthcare System in India after COVID-19

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is comprehensive; however, it requires refinement and better organization. Specifically, lines 3–8 may be shifted to the end of the abstract to present them as concluding remarks. 

In addition, the abstract should be condensed to approximately 150–250 words to improve clarity and readability. 

Repetitive statements should also be avoided, particularly those already discussed in the main body of the article. For example, the statement regarding lessons from the 1918 Influenza Pandemic, SARS, Ebola, and COVID-19—such as the importance of early warning systems—is repeated in the manuscript body and should therefore be minimized or rephrased in the abstract to maintain originality and conciseness.

The authors should revise the abstract and present it entirely in their own words. Currently, portions of the abstract appear to be directly copied from a published article, which raises concerns regarding originality and academic integrity. The abstract should be rewritten to provide a concise and original summary of the study while properly paraphrasing and citing relevant sources where necessary.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.

The manuscript lacks sufficient scientific evidence (primary or secondary data) to support several of its arguments. For instance, the authors state that reports of domestic violence and gender-based violence increased in several countries during lockdown periods; however, no supporting data, statistics, or relevant references are provided to substantiate this claim. Including credible empirical evidence and appropriate citations would strengthen the validity and reliability of the discussion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	
Yes.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	Yes.
	




Reviewer details:

Boya Mahesh, Jamia Millia Islamia University, India
Page 4 of 4
V240326


