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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.


	The manuscript titled “Nepal’s National Health Policy 2019: A Critical Review” is incredibly valuable for the scientific community. It offers a thorough evaluation of a key national health framework within the context of a low- and middle-income country. By diving deep into the policy’s strengths, weaknesses, and the challenges of putting it into action, this paper adds to the evidence-based conversation about health system reform and equity in settings with limited resources. It also provides comparative insights that can be beneficial for global health researchers, policymakers, and practitioners who are tackling similar reforms in other nations. In the end, this review enhances the academic discussion on how national health policies can align with the goals of universal health coverage and sustainable development priorities.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title “Nepal’s National Health Policy 2019: A Critical Review” does a good job of conveying the topic, but it could be tweaked to be even more engaging and specific based on what the manuscript focuses on. If the paper leans towards evaluation, policy implications, and its relevance on a global scale, refining the title a bit could really enhance its appeal to the scientific community.

Below are some alternative title ideas:

“Evaluating Nepal’s National Health Policy 2019: Strengths, Gaps, and Future Directions”

“Nepal’s National Health Policy 2019: Implications for Health System Reform and Equity”

“Critical Appraisal of Nepal’s National Health Policy 2019 in the Context of Universal Health Coverage”

These suggestions emphasize the evaluative aspect of the manuscript while also highlighting its contribution to wider discussions in health policy.
	

	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 is already quite compelling: it sets the stage with historical context, outlines the methodology, showcases key findings, and wraps up with actionable recommendations. However, here are some suggestions to enhance its comprehensiveness and ensure it meets scientific publishing standards: Nepal’s health policy landscape has shifted from a focus on curative and centralized methods to a more preventive, equitable, and decentralized approach. This review takes a critical look at the National Health Policy 2019 (NHP 2019) using document analysis, comparative policy review, and the WHO health system building blocks framework. The findings reveal significant progress, such as the integration of federal structures, the expansion of health insurance, and the adoption of digital health systems, while also acknowledging emerging challenges like non-communicable diseases and environmental health risks. There are still notable gaps in coordination, financing, workforce distribution, and the inclusion of marginalized populations. The study emphasizes that the success of NHP 2019 hinges on evidence-based governance, fair resource allocation, and enhanced collaboration between governments, providing valuable insights for health system reforms in other low- and middle-income countries.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The abstract provided shows that the manuscript is scientifically sound and well-organized, but it could benefit from a few refinements to enhance its scientific rigor:

- Be sure to specify the types of sources you reviewed, such as government documents, peer-reviewed articles, and policy briefs.

- It would be helpful to clarify whether your analysis leans more towards policy design or the outcomes of implementation, as this distinction is important for scientific assessment.

- Make sure that any claims regarding gaps, like inequitable financing or weak data systems, are backed up by empirical evidence or comparative benchmarks.

In summary, while the manuscript is fundamentally solid, incorporating more detail about the evidence base and being transparent about your methodology would really strengthen it.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent
	

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


	Yes, the English language quality of this article is suitable for scholarly communications
	

	Optional/General comments


	With those little adjustments I have made above, the manuscript could be ready for publication
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