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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	It is a wake-up call for the government to address issues around quality of care and the associated amenities
This study demonstrates feedback mechanism from the recipient of care which should serve as a benchmark for future implementation

This equally demonstrates that all the chains of service points is needed to achieve overall healthcare satisfaction
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	PATIENTS’ SATISFACTION WITH AVAILABILITY AND TANGIBILITY OF SERVICES AT THE NATIONAL HOSPITAL, Abuja-Nigeria
Alternative:

Assessment of level of satisfaction among adult patients receiving healthcare services at the National Hospital Abuja: A view into quality and confidence in care
	

	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.


	Line 8: In healthcare what? Author should qualify this. Author should reconstruct the highlight
Line 9: using ‘this’ is preferable

Line 10: is ‘known’ is better. Improve should be removed

Line 14: This is a cross-sectional study among patients at least 18 years old attending adult clinic.

Line 16: The author should state the duration of the study.

Line 17: There is need for demographic information about the participants- Sex, level of education e.t.c

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	It can still be updated to reflect the intention of the author especially method section
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Largely recent, however, more recent references can still be made especially the introductory section
	

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


	The language is fair. Few points have been commented for consideration
	

	Optional/General comments


	Introduction

Line 27: quality of healthcare delivery should be considered.

Line 27-29 should be restructured. Avoid the use of too many words

Line 30: prescribed medications

Line 31: specialists

Line 41-45: Local or regional studies should be cited alongside too

Line 52-54: The author should restructure the write up to flow seemlessly
Line 56: services should be used instead
Line 57-61: This should be moved to Methodology

Line 63: prospective observational one with a cross-sectional design. The author should be affirmative with the methodology.
Line 65: Refer to line 16, is the author using participants/subjects. I would suggest participants.

Author should define clearly their inclusion criteria for this study. The month/year of registration into the hospital should be considered. No of visit to the hospital is also very key.
Line 68 & 69: Having the 2 “was” is not going well with the statement

Line 72: The author should be critical about the randomization of the sampling and how bias was avoided
Methods: There is need to demonstrate how data was collected for your study. How did you protect the identity of the participants?

Author should explain how 300 was used for the study 

A short description of study site is appropriate and geographical location

Definition of terms are very necessary

The matrix of measurement should be explicitly described

Author should explain how the questionnaire was administered. What language format was used to develop the questionnaire?

Line 76: Enrolled is preferable

Line 77: about is not acceptable

There should be table 1 before table 2

Line 78-80: This should be better presented in a summarised format (About 58.7% of patients were averagely satisfied (61.4%- insured and 56.3% uninsured)

Table 1 should be the demographic description of the study population

Line 80: Accessing availability of doctors in a tertiary institution may not be the best evaluation to use. I believe the level of attitude, attention, discussion, time and explanation of doctor to patient clinical engagement should be considered.

Line 82: Author should define availability

Line 88: Materials should be defined

Line 90: Both term should be defined in the method section. Is tangibility same as quality of service and reliability saying confidence in the service? This must be explicit

Line 96: NHA should be defined
Line 97-101 is meant for result section

Line 101: Services are not promised but expected based on standard procedure and the tier of healthcare site
Line 102: pos and neg should be well documented. Author should be sure that availability of services was part of the target of this study

Line 104: if your study showed moderate reliability, the author should be able to explain why this is so. Are there other journal that have similar outcomes or contrast outcomes?
Line 105-110: The write up revealed a significant outcome. Why was this so? Are there other studies that supported your outcome? Are their peculiarities that made pharmacy unit to score low?

Line 112-117: Your result in this study did not reflect this discussion

Line 118: How?

Line 120: Your study did not look into this discussion

Line 126-128: Were their reasons also an issue in your study? The author should use the outcome of the study to describe findings around reliability first before talking about improvement.

Line 132-134: The study did not

Line 135: financial incentives to who please?

Line 138: Author can consider healthcare worker instead.

Line 140: I will suggest a few highlights of some of the authors view is necessary

Line 145: Is the author saying examination couch/bed as against table?

Line 146-148: Again, the author should be cleared enough to establish if this is a comparative analysis. If yes, it may change the intention and flow of thought of the study.

Referencing tables in discussion should be grossly avoided.

Except where very necessary, repeating numbers already stated in the result section should be avoided

Line 155-156: The table in the result did not show level of significance

Line 157: Unify your reference please
Line 158-160: Any p value to back this up?

Line 160-170: This should be summarized

Line 170: The word current should be removed

Line 185: The author should check the word

Line 186: Check the word

Conclusion

The author should rework the conclusion part to align with the objective of the study. Significant diff was not analysed in the result section and will not be appropriate in the concluding part.
More significantly is the issue discovered around the pharmacy unit which was never addressed in the discussion and even conclusion. This is a major gap.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

Yes,
This was not addressed in the methodology section by the author- no evidence of consent
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