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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 critical issue within contemporary healthcare management: the perceived effectiveness of occupational safety frameworks and worker satisfaction in tertiary clinical environments. By systematically evaluating frontline healthcare workers across major teaching hospitals in Rivers State, the study illuminates significant systemic vulnerabilities in institutional leadership, safety communication, and emergency preparedness. The integration of the Job Demands–Resources Model and Safety Climate Theory provides a strong theoretical grounding that extends the current structural discourse in sub-Saharan African occupational health literature. Consequently, this research holds substantial value for the scientific community, public health administrators, and policymakers aiming to reduce clinical workplace hazards and enhance health system resilience.
	




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 study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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 research objectives/hypotheses 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 and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 
	

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

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

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

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. 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.

	No

There is a severe text-blending error in the Research Instrument and Methods of Data Collection subsections. The text suddenly details an evaluation of "safety culture on accident occurrence among interstate transport companies in Port Harcourt" and "drivers’ self-reported accident history". This belongs to an entirely different manuscript and must be immediately purged and replaced with your actual healthcare workplace survey descriptions.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	No
The abstract text notes that overall, "50.4% perceived OSHMS as effective, 64.9% were satisfied... 67.5% had favorable organizational factors". However, the descriptive results in Section B, Table 1, and List 2 explicitly show that aggregate "Yes" rates across these domains hover between 26% and 34%. Please re-verify the composite indexes vs. item evaluations to resolve this contradiction.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No
There is a severe text-blending error in the Research Instrument and Methods of Data Collection subsections. The text suddenly details an evaluation of "safety culture on accident occurrence among interstate transport companies in Port Harcourt" and "drivers’ self-reported accident history". This belongs to an entirely different manuscript and must be immediately purged and replaced with your actual healthcare workplace survey descriptions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

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

	No
Several references cited in the body text (e.g., Asres & Gessesse, 2024; Clarke, 2016; Hofmann & Morgeson, 2017) are formatted correctly, but others like "Ahadzi et al., 2021" appear in the bibliography but are not properly referenced in the text body. Additionally, please fix the broken/empty reference under "Kumar (2019)" which cuts off into a separate floating line.
	

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

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

	No
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