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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 manuscript provides valuable and much-needed evidence on prescribing patterns among elderly patients in a tertiary hospital in Bangladesh—an area where real-world data are scarce. By systematically applying WHO prescribing indicators and the Beers Criteria, the study contributes important insights into medication safety, polypharmacy burden, and rational drug use in a rapidly aging population. These findings are especially relevant for clinicians, pharmacists, and policymakers because they identify critical gaps in prescribing quality, such as excessive polypharmacy, low generic prescribing, and the use of potentially inappropriate medications. The manuscript therefore adds meaningful evidence that can support the development of targeted interventions, geriatric-specific prescribing protocols, and future research in the field of elderly care.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Overall, the title “A Cross-Sectional Study on the Prescription Pattern Among Elderly Patients in a Tertiary-Level Hospital in Bangladesh” is clear, informative, and accurately reflects the main objective, study design, and population described in the manuscript. The title effectively communicates the scope, target population (elderly), setting (tertiary-level hospital), and methodological approach (cross-sectional), which is appropriate for indexing and for potential readers.

However, the title is somewhat lengthy and could be more concise. Additionally, the phrase “prescription pattern” might be strengthened by using “prescribing patterns”, which is more commonly used in pharmacotherapy and geriatric medicine literature.

Recommendation:

The title is generally suitable, but the authors may consider a minor refinement for clarity and readability, such as:

“Prescribing Patterns Among Elderly Patients in a Tertiary Care Hospital in Bangladesh: A Cross-Sectional Study.”
	

	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 general overview of the study but is not yet fully comprehensive and contains several gaps that limit clarity and scientific rigor. Key methodological details—such as sampling approach, setting specificity, and explicit criteria used (e.g., WHO indicators, Beers Criteria)—are mentioned but not clearly summarized. The results section is lengthy and includes excessive numeric detail, while important components such as statistical significance, confidence intervals, or key clinical implications are missing.

Additionally, the abstract lacks a clear structure (Background–Methods–Results–Conclusion) and contains grammatical issues that reduce readability. The conclusion does not directly reflect the most important implications for clinical practice in elderly care.

Recommendation:

I recommend a revision of the abstract to make it more concise, structured, and aligned with journal standards. Specifically:

Add clarity: briefly state study design, sampling method, tools used, and analysis.

Reduce numeric overload: highlight only the most critical findings (e.g., high polypharmacy, low generic prescribing, PIM prevalence).

Improve structure: use a clear flow—Background, Objective, Methods, Key Findings, Conclusion.

Strengthen conclusion: emphasize implications for geriatric prescribing and healthcare policy.

This revision will enhance readability, scientific accuracy, and the abstract’s usefulness for indexing and academic audiences.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents relevant data, but several issues affect its scientific correctness. The use of outdated Beers Criteria (2012) reduces the accuracy of PIM identification. The regression analysis is limited and does not include key clinical predictors, making the model weak. Some numerical inconsistencies appear between tables and narrative text, and several interpretations in the discussion are overstated without sufficient statistical support.

Recommendation:

The authors should update PIM assessment with the latest Beers Criteria, correct data inconsistencies, strengthen the statistical model, and ensure all interpretations are supported by the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a substantial number of references, and several of them are recent (2023–2025). However, there is inconsistency in recency: some key geriatric pharmacotherapy sources—particularly the updated Beers Criteria (2019 or 2023)—are missing, and several older references are used where newer evidence is available. Formatting across the reference list is also inconsistent.

Recommendation:

The references are generally adequate but require minor improvements. The authors should include the most recent Beers Criteria, update older citations where appropriate, and ensure uniform reference formatting according to journal guidelines.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable; however, the English language quality is not yet suitable for scholarly communication. Several sections contain grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, repetition, and inconsistent terminology. These issues reduce clarity and readability.

Recommendation:

A thorough English language editing is recommended—preferably by a professional editor or native speaker—to improve grammar, coherence, and academic writing style. This will significantly enhance the manuscript’s readability and scholarly quality.
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