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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.

	This manuscript addresses a highly relevant and timely issue in global health systems, particularly the challenge of controlling increasing health expenditures while maintaining or improving healthcare quality and patient outcomes. The review provides a critical synthesis of value-based health care and cost-containment strategies, integrating evidence from payment reforms, health technology assessment, low-value care reduction, and system-level innovations. Its contribution is significant because it moves beyond descriptive discussions and evaluates the strength, limitations, and transferability of existing evidence across different healthcare settings. The manuscript may provide valuable insights for researchers, policymakers, and healthcare leaders seeking evidence-informed approaches to improve efficiency, sustainability, and equity in health systems.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	4
	

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

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

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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

	       4
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	



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.
	Yes. The title is clear, relevant, and accurately reflects the scope and focus of the manuscript. It appropriately describes the critical review of value-based health care and cost-containment strategies in the context of increasing global health expenditure. The title effectively communicates the main concepts, objectives, and analytical perspective of the article.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The abstract provides a comprehensive overview of the manuscript, including the background, objectives, literature search approach, major themes discussed, key findings, and implications. It effectively summarizes the critical assessment of value-based health care strategies and highlights the strengths and limitations of existing evidence. Minor improvements could include providing slightly clearer information regarding the criteria used for selecting and prioritizing evidence within the review.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically sound and presents a well-structured critical narrative review supported by relevant literature. The authors clearly describe the review design, information sources, search strategy, eligibility criteria, and evidence synthesis approach. The discussion demonstrates appropriate critical interpretation of the evidence, including limitations related to measurement challenges, transferability, and methodological constraints. However, further clarification of the rationale for evidence selection and additional discussion regarding potential sources of bias would strengthen the scientific rigor of the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The references are generally sufficient, relevant, and include recent literature from contemporary studies and institutional reports. The manuscript incorporates current evidence regarding health expenditure trends, value-based care implementation, payment reform, health technology assessment, and cost-containment strategies. Nevertheless, the authors may consider further strengthening the reference base by including additional recent empirical studies from low- and middle-income countries to improve the global applicability of the review findings.
	

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

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

	No. No ethical issues were identified in this manuscript. The article is a narrative review based on published literature and publicly available reports; therefore, it does not involve direct participation of human subjects, patient data collection, or interventions requiring ethical approval. The manuscript appears to appropriately acknowledge and cite the sources used.
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