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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.


	Frankly, this is the kind of research we need more of. It is a practical, real-world study that holds up a mirror to the daily habits and shortcuts that have become common in busy clinics. We often talk about patient safety in abstract terms, but this paper puts concrete numbers to the small, preventable errors that happen every single day in OB/GYN : a field where the margin for error is incredibly slim. Its importance lies in its directness; it is not just academic, it is a clear call to action for every department head and practicing clinician to look at their own prescription pads and ask, Are we doing this too?
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is perfectly fine. It is accurate and professional. But if the authors wanted to be a bit more provocative and highlight the core tension of their findings, they could consider something like:

Prescribing in Practice vs. Principle.
	

	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 does a great job of hitting the highlights.

Here is my suggestion: 

Instead of just listing the stats, lead with the most active and widespread problems. The fact that 91% of prescriptions used brand names and 83.5% contained risky abbreviations shows a deep, systemic issue, not just simple oversights. I'd even suggest trimming a less critical detail, like the NCC MERP category, to make space. An abstract is a hook, and the story here is the normalization of unsafe habits.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the science here is solid. The methodology is straightforward and robust for what it aims to do. It is a clinical audit, plain and simple.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The foundational references are all there, which is good. But to take this paper to the next level, the discussion section would benefit from referencing studies that explore why these errors occur and what has been done to fix them. I'd suggest looking for literature on:

E-prescribing implementation studies: How have electronic systems specifically impacted the types of errors found here (e.g., legibility, abbreviations, generic prescribing)?

Clinical decision support (CDS) systems: Research on how alerts and embedded guidelines can nudge prescribers toward better habits.

Behavioral science in medicine: Papers that discuss the psychology of clinical shortcuts and "normalized deviance" in high-pressure environments.
	

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


	The writing is clean, clear, and professional. It gets straight to the point without unnecessary fluff. The quality is more than suitable for any reputable journal.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The bottom line is that this is a strong, valuable paper. The authors have successfully documented a significant patient safety gap.

My main piece of advice would be to use these findings as a launchpad.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	From everything here, it looks like they handled things properly and ethically.
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