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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	· Play a major role in improving nursing knowledge and awareness of making diagnosis based on actual patients assessment instead of relying on the fix documented diagnosis. 
· Improvement in routine assessment of patients’ pre and post invasive procedures.

· Incorporation of evidence based nursing practices for instances developing diagnosis as per NANDA guidelines. 
· Developing nursing care plan as per patients need instead of fulfilling the documentation duty.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Minor modifications could be incorporated to improve the clarity to show the intension of the investigator, study population, and study setting in title. For instance

“Identification of main nursing diagnosis in pre and post cardiac catheterization of children with congenital heart defect at a leading cardiology Hospital in Brazilian Amazon
	

	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.


	Following sections are missing from abstract

· Introduction/Background
· Description of data collection instrument and data collection period (Date/time duration) in methodology

· Data analysis Procedure (descriptive statistics) 

· Discussion 
Grammatical error “patients undergoing cardiac catheterization who are” it must be “who were”

Inconsistency in counting of pre diagnosis “14” and post diagnosis “25”. Not clear either post diagnosis are include of pre diagnosis or new??
7 subgroups are identified but written are only six “Health promotion” is missing 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the research methodology chosen wisely and process followed in good sequence to meet the study aim and reach the end results and conclusion.
However, some clarifications are needed for instance

No clear explanation and analysis of p value has mentioned (inferential statics were not applied)
The total identified population was 40 which is not a major group to apply a conventional sampling technique or calculating sample from such limited population. Then the calculation of sample size with considering the confidence interval and 5% margin of error might not be an effective approach. 
Author mentioned that he/she used instrument for data collection. No mention of pilot testing, validity and Cronbach’s alpha.

Redundancy in use of same diagnosis “impaired skin integrity, risk of pressure ulcer, risk pf impaired skin integrity” under different domains.   
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes all the references are recent. Only two to three references were added which are older than 10 years if the time of data collection is assumed around 2024 or 2025. 
	

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


	Yes

	

	Optional/General comments


	It is suggested to write down the significance, strength, and weaknesses of the study which found missing during entire review. Additionally, only descriptive statics were applied that what is the use of P value?
No interpretation has been given if P value is considered.

Analysis and description of patients’ demographic data is missing for instance author has mentioned that they have documented the patient name, age, sex, disease condition, complications, and prognosis (Death/discharge).
Explanation on data collection instruments is missing. Is it self-developed checklist/tool, or any adapted data collection instrument.  

As the author mentioned that the children above age 12 year were excluded. The reason for excluding children over 12 years is not mentioned. Please add the age limit of study participants along with the definition paediatrics population in study context. 
Strongly suggesting the author to review the paper gain and check for all functional health pattern and the related nursing diagnosis as some diagnoses are not under related domain. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issue identified.
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