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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 public health issue concerning compliance with WHO maternity healthcare waste management guidelines among nurses and midwives in a tertiary healthcare institution. Healthcare waste management is critical for infection prevention, occupational safety, and environmental protection, particularly in maternity settings where infectious waste generation is high. The study contributes local evidence from Nigeria, which may assist policymakers and hospital administrators in strengthening waste management practices. However, methodological and reporting improvements are necessary to enhance the scientific rigor and usefulness of the findings.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	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
	2
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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


	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	



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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No. 
-The abstract does not adequately report methodology, sampling procedure, statistical analysis, key findings, and conclusion. 
-Numerical findings should be reported clearly. 
-It should be structured according to journal guidelines.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No.
-No information is provided regarding questionnaire development, validation, reliability testing, or pilot testing.
-Ethical approval and informed consent procedures are not reported anywhere in the manuscript. This is a serious omission for research involving human participants.
-The study states that census sampling was used because the population was 70 participants, yet no response rate is reported.
-The operational definition of "high knowledge" and "high compliance" is not explained.
The hypothesis refers to midwives and nurses as separate groups, but their classification and analytical rationale are unclear.
-Several figures are poorly labelled and lack adequate captions and interpretation.
-Some findings are repeated rather than interpreted.
-The study objective mentions assessment of compliance with WHO guidelines, yet no detailed measurement of individual WHO guideline components is reported.
-The manuscript mentions Chi-square analysis in the methodology but reports a t-test in the results section. This inconsistency should be resolved.
-Improve Discussion- Critically compare findings with previous studies rather than merely listing supporting literature, discuss reasons for high compliance and high knowledge and explain implications for practice and policy.
- The manuscript requires substantial English language editing for grammar, sentence structure, consistency, and academic style.
	

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

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

	No.
-Some references are outdated
-Reference formatting inconsistent
	

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

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

	Yes
-No statement regarding ethical approval from an Institutional Review Board or Ethics Committee.
-No statement regarding informed consent from participants.
-No information on confidentiality and anonymity protection.
-No statement regarding voluntary participation and participant rights
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