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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.


	This manuscript is important for the scientific community because it addresses a critical gap in medical education: the ability of students to effectively navigate electronic health resources. By evaluating the role of LibGuides in fostering information literacy, the study contributes to improving digital health literacy, which is essential for evidence-based practice and patient safety.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not, please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and descriptive, but slightly long.

Suggested alternative: “Enhancing Information Literacy: Evaluating LibGuides for Medical Students’ Use of Electronic Health Resources’’


	

	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.


	I suggest that the author(s) add the research design used, the location where the study was conducted, how the sample was obtained and add the Big6 Information Literacy Model since it frames the study. 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound.

· The qualitative approach (semi-structured interviews, thematic analysis) is appropriate for exploring students’ experiences

· Results are consistent with existing literature and logically interpreted.

· Ethical considerations are addressed.

· Minor issue: The conclusion section seems truncated; ensure it fully summarises findings and implications.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient and include both foundational and recent works (e.g., Mohammed et al., 2023; Cole et al., 2025).

Strength: Good balance of global and contextual studies.

Suggestions:

· The author(s) are suggested to add more recent references (2024–2025) on digital literacy in medical education, especially systematic reviews.

· Consider citing usability studies on LibGuides beyond Carey et al. (2020) and Burchfield & Possinger (2023) for broader validation.


	

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


	The manuscript does have several grammatical and stylistic issues that make it feel less polished. While the meaning is clear, the flow and sentence construction could be improved to meet the standards of scholarly communication. I suggest the author (s) work on grammatical errors to strengthen the work.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is good, but it needs serious adjustment in the findings and discussion parts. The section is not clearly organised, and the ideas are not flowing, making it hard for readers to understand. I advise that the study is qualitative, the ideas to be rearranged from theme to sub-theme, quotes, interpretations, and discussion, as well as the implications of the study's findings.
See Attachment
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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