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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 manuscript addresses an important and under-researched issue: healthcare workers' perceptions of the occupational safety and health management system (OSHMS) and their safety satisfaction in Nigerian tertiary hospitals.
Healthcare workers are exposed to biological, chemical, physical, ergonomic and psychosocial hazards, and local evidence from Rivers State is scarce.
The findings could help hospital managers prioritise management commitment, safety communication and emergency preparedness.
However, the manuscript has serious methodological, data-consistency and referencing problems that must be resolved before its findings can be relied upon.
	




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
	Rating: 3
The study measures perceived effectiveness; a cross-sectional perception survey cannot assess effectiveness itself. Suggested title: "Perceived Effectiveness of the Occupational Safety and Health Management System and Safety Satisfaction among Healthcare Workers in Two Tertiary Hospitals in Rivers State, Nigeria."
	

	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
	Rating: 2
The abstract reports composite results (50.4%, 64.9%, 67.5%, 59.7%), Chi-square associations, and a logistic regression finding that are not presented in the Results. It states 385 participants, whereas the tables sum to 315. Please add the response rate, the instrument name and reliability, and adjusted ORs with 95% CIs.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2
"Assessment" and "Effectiveness" are too generic. Suggested: occupational safety and health management system; safety climate; safety satisfaction; healthcare workers; tertiary hospitals; Nigeria.
	

	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
	Rating: 3
Relevant overall, but there is no clear problem statement, research gap or rationale paragraph. Several statements are unreferenced (e.g., the Austrian study in the third paragraph of the Introduction).
	

	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
	Rating: 2
Objectives and hypotheses are never explicitly stated in the Introduction; they appear only indirectly in the Methods and Discussion headings. Please state them, with null hypotheses, at the end of the Introduction.
	

	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
	Rating: 2
Many citations do not support the claims attached to them (see Part 2.2). Some listed references are not cited in the text, and some cited works are missing from the reference list.
	

	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
	Rating: 1
The "Research Instrument" and "Questionnaire" subsections describe interstate transport drivers, road traffic accidents, company accident records (2019–2026) and road/transport safety instruments, and appear to belong to a different study. These must be fully rewritten. Sample size and instrument issues are detailed in Part 2.2.
	

	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
	Rating: 3
One approval number is given (RSU/FBMS/REC/26/600), but approval from the RSUTH and UPTH ethics committees is described only as "sought", with no approval numbers. Tenses are mixed ("will be obtained").
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2
Composite classifications, Chi-square tables, crude/adjusted ORs, Kappa and regression output are reported only in the Abstract and Discussion, not in the Results. The Results sections also contain interpretation ("stark picture", "urgent reform") that belongs in the Discussion.
	

	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


	Rating: 2
Tables state n=385, but every row sums to 315. Labelling is inconsistent ("List 1", "List 2", "Table 1"). There are cell formatting errors (e.g., "2 08(66)") and an empty subheading ("Respondents' Exposure to Workplace Hazards…"). Regression and association tables are missing.
	

	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
	Rating: 3
The Discussion engages with relevant studies (Moda et al., Aluko et al., Vallières et al.), but describes OSHMS perception as "mixed/almost evenly divided" while the Results describe it as "overwhelmingly negative". These must be reconciled.
	

	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
	Rating: 2
The conclusions rely on regression and composite results that are not presented and appear inconsistent with the item-level data (see Part 2.2).
	

	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
	Rating: 1
There is no limitations section. Please address the cross-sectional design, self-report and common-method bias, dichotomous items, the arbitrary cut-off, and the restriction to two hospitals.
	

	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
	Rating: 2
See Part 2.2.
	

	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
	Rating: 3
Readable but verbose and repetitive. Editing artefacts remain, e.g., "Type equation here." in the sampling formula.
	




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. Use "perceived effectiveness" and add "Nigeria" (see Part 2.1, item 1).
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	NO. Report only results that are shown in the paper, use the correct analysed sample and response rate, name the instrument, and give adjusted ORs with 95% CIs.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO. Major issues:
1. Methods text from another study: the instrument and data-collection sections describe transport drivers and road traffic accident records, not healthcare workers.
2. Composite results are arithmetically impossible given the item tables. The OSHMS items total 1,265 "Yes" responses (315 respondents × 15 items). If 50.4% of respondents had a mean ≥0.50 (≥8 of 15 items), this alone would require at least 1,272 "Yes" responses (159 × 8), more than the total. Likewise, 67.5% "favourable organizational factors" (≥5 of 10 items) requires at least 1,065 "Yes" responses, but the table total is 1,058. With n=385, all four composite figures are impossible. Please recheck the scoring and data.
3. Sample size: p is stated as 0.36 (Moda et al.) but 0.5 is used, and "1−p = 0.5" is written. The non-response formula is written with n₀ but applied to the adjusted n. The target was 389, the allocation is 155 + 230 = 385, and the tables analyse 315; no response rate is reported. The basis for allocation between hospitals is not explained.
4. Sampling: explain how 2 of 3 hospitals were randomly selected and why the private hospital was excluded. N = 4,016 is described as all staff, but the eligibility criteria exclude some staff—was the sampling frame restricted to eligible staff? The Study Area section describes only RSUTH, not UPTH.
5. Instrument: source instruments are not named; items were dichotomised to Yes/No; no validity, pre-test or reliability evidence (e.g., Cronbach's α / KR-20) is given; the ≥0.50 cut-off is arbitrary and needs justification.
6. Statistics: Cohen's Kappa measures agreement between raters on the same construct and is not appropriate for associating two different constructs (OSHMS effectiveness and satisfaction). Regression model specification, covariates, adjusted ORs, Hosmer–Lemeshow fit and multicollinearity checks are not reported. Some predictors overlap conceptually with the outcome (e.g., "management commitment" appears in both the OSHMS and organizational-factor scales). The heading claims factors "moderate" the outcomes, but no moderation (interaction) analysis was performed.
7. Descriptive inconsistencies: "mean age 37.31 ± 0.50" with 95% CI 36.33–38.30 implies 0.50 is the standard error, not the SD. "Outpatient" is listed as an employment status. 87.8% reportedly have 5–15 years' experience, although most respondents are aged 25–34.
	

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

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

	NO. Several citations do not match their sources:
• Creswell & Creswell (2018), Field (2018) and Kumar (2019) are research-methods/statistics textbooks but are cited as empirical studies of safety satisfaction and safety climate; Field (2018) is described as a "landmark systematic review in Safety Science".
• Al Maqbali (2015) is a literature review on nurses' job satisfaction, not a "multi-country European study".
• Hofmann & Morgeson (2017) is cited for ISO 45001 replacing OHSAS 18001; Clarke (2016) is described as a healthcare systematic review; Kim & Weng (2018) is cited for Sub-Saharan Africa; Ogbonda (2023) is attributed to South Africa.
• Bibliographic details of several references (e.g., Wagner et al. 2019; Moda et al. 2021; Glarcher et al. 2022; Halligan & Zecevic) do not match the published papers; some (e.g., Ahadzi et al. 2021; Alsalem et al. 2018) could not be traced.
• Vallières et al. (2021) is cited but missing from the list; Ahadzi et al., Heinrich, Reason, NHREC and WMA are listed but not cited; "Douglas, V. O., Jaja, G. N., & colleagues" is incomplete; "Other Ethiopian evidence…" has no citation.
Please verify every reference and DOI, cite ISO 45001 and ILO-OSH 2001 directly, and add recent (2020–2025) hospital OSHMS studies from Nigeria and Sub-Saharan Africa.
	

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

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

	YES.
(a) Approval from the hospital ethics committees is not confirmed and no approval numbers are given.
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