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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.


	The authors have done a good job to formulate a necessary research question for ADR related KAP studies especially for the healthcare personnel. They have strategically used and followed the procedures for developing and validating the questionnaire. However, there are major lacunae in the article that need to be addressed to make it more suitable medical research paper.   
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title is suitable for the paper. As the samples used in the validation are small, it can be considered as pilot evaluation. 
Suggested title: Development and Validation of ADR Awareness and Reporting Questionnaire in the Context of Pharmacovigilance in India: A Pilot Evaluation.
	

	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.


	Abstract is comprehensive and follows IMRAD structure. 

Methods can be written is specific and direct way than mentioning the bullet points. 
Number of words are >300 which contrasts with journal guideline.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Here, there are major issues.

Introduction: It talks only about the process of validation. It does not discretely describe the research gap for conduct of the study and does not provide a clear rationale for the study. Introduction should speak out why this is necessary based on the previous literature. Introduction should specifically mention about the objectives of the study.

Methods: Study Design is not clearly mentioned. Did study involve one or more centers, what was the setting of study. The method of development of the questionnaire is not clear. 

Authors mention the 9 experts who were involved in the validation process. They did not provide the basic details of the experts in terms of their education, practices, whether they are from the same center, whether they are experts the field of Pharmacovigilance. Also, why and how these 9 experts were selected is not clear.

Process of validation also needs to be clarified. Besides the methodologies adopted, how the process followed for the each of the methods is unclear – whether all experts were contacted separately or they completed the validation in a group setting. 
Results section also required much of modification as process of each validation method is repeated. 
Table 1-3 can be combined.

For pilot testing, the participant characteristics are not mentioned. 

Also, process of how the pilot testing was done is not clear. Author should mention in a stepwise process how pilot testing was done.

Table 5 of reference value is part of methods.

Discussion is again repetition of methods and results section. Authors should discuss their findings with relevant literature citing the importance of their observations in lieu of available literature evidence.   

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Limited number of reference. Can be increased with proper discussion writing. 
	

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


	Needs to be improved.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Conceptually, research is good. Executed well but not presented in adequate and appropriate details. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

Yes. Authors did not mention anything about the institutional review board approvals or the participant consent. 
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