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



	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 study makes a significant contribution to the fields of public health management and human resource development, particularly within the context of low-resource healthcare systems. By investigating the direct impact of employee relations and workplace harmony on productivity among pharmacists in Ghana's public hospitals, the research addresses a critical gap in the literature. The findings provide timely and actionable evidence for policymakers and healthcare administrators, offering strategies to mitigate workforce crises, enhance service delivery, and build a more resilient health system through improved staff well-being and engagement.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable as it accurately reflects the core variables (employee relations, workplace harmony, productivity) and the research context (GHOSPA, Ghana). It clearly indicates the case study approach.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract provides a comprehensive overview by effectively summarizing the study's purpose, methodology, key findings, and recommendations. However, its impact can be enhanced with greater specificity. For instance, the methodology section should clearly delineate the sample composition, such as stating the precise number of quantitative and qualitative participants (e.g., 120 pharmacists surveyed and 5 hospital heads interviewed) rather than the aggregated total. Furthermore, while the abstract mentions "effective employee relations," incorporating a brief mention of the most significant specific factors identified—such as organizational recognition or Employee Loyalty —would better highlight the concrete findings and strengthen the argument. Finally, a minor grammatical revision is needed to correct the redundant phrasing in "A case study design was adopted, using a mixed-methods approach was employed," which should be rephrased for clarity to, for example, "The study adopted a case study design, utilizing a mixed-methods approach."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its conceptual foundation, demonstrating appropriate theoretical grounding through the application of Human Relations, Social Exchange, and Herzberg's Two-Factor theories. The problem statement is robust, supported by recent and relevant data, and the findings are logically presented with appropriate support from participant quotes and literature. However, a major concern arises in the Methodology section, where significant inconsistencies threaten the study's rigor. While a minor discrepancy exists between the participant totals mentioned in the abstract and methodology, a critical flaw involves the contradictory description of the geographic scope. The methodology states the study was conducted across "ten regional capitals" yet the sample was drawn from only "five government hospitals," creating an unresolved contradiction in the study population and sampling frame. This fundamental error must be corrected to ensure the scientific validity and reproducibility of the research.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	While the reference list demonstrates a good chronological range by including both recent works and classic theoretical foundations, its academic credibility is significantly compromised by the use of sources from journals and publishers that are not established within the scholarly community. This issue is compounded by apparent citation errors, as seen with the reference to "Budiyono & Welly (2022)" in a context discussing African healthcare research, which seems misplaced and suggests a need for more careful sourcing. To meet the standards of a credible academic journal, it is essential for the author to conduct a critical review of all references, replacing those from questionable sources with citations from reputable and field-relevant peer-reviewed journals.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language is generally understandable but requires extensive editing to meet scholarly standards. There are numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and punctuation issues throughout the text.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript has a strong foundation and addresses a valuable topic but requires minor revisions—particularly in methodology description, reference quality, and language mechanics
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