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PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 addresses an important and often underexplored area in healthcare research—namely, the lived experiences of nurses working in nursing homes within a specific cultural context. As global populations continue to age, the demand for long-term care services is increasing, making it essential to understand the challenges and coping mechanisms of frontline healthcare providers. The study contributes valuable qualitative insights into how nurses deliver compassionate, person-centered care despite systemic and cultural constraints, particularly in the Philippine setting where institutional elder care may carry social stigma. These findings are relevant for policymakers, healthcare administrators, and nursing educators aiming to improve workforce well-being and quality of geriatric care.
	





PART  2

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The title reflects the topic but appears incomplete/inconsistent (“Nursing Homes in Iloilo 2 .10” and “Experiences of Nurses in Handling Residents in…”). It should be revised for clarity and professionalism.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The abstract is generally well-structured and summarizes aims, methods, and findings clearly. Minor improvements in grammar and conciseness are needed.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Keywords are relevant but could be expanded (e.g., “qualitative study,” “geriatric nursing,” “long-term care”).
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Provides relevant context, especially cultural aspects. However:
· Some sections are repetitive
· Flow and coherence need improvement
· Some references are non-academic (websites/blogs)
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The objective is clearly stated, though it could be more concise and explicitly framed as a research question.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Includes some recent sources, but:
· Over-reliance on grey literature
· Limited depth in critical synthesis
· Needs more peer-reviewed international studies
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
· Qualitative descriptive design is appropriate for exploring lived experiences.
· Use of thematic analysis is suitable.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Ethical approval, consent, confidentiality, and participant rights are clearly addressed.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Themes are clearly identified and supported with quotes. However:
· Formatting issues
· Incomplete participant table
· Some redundancy between results and discussion
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
· Table is incomplete (only 6 participants shown despite 8 reported)
· Formatting is inconsistent
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
· Limited integration with existing literature
· Mostly descriptive rather than analytical
· Needs deeper comparison with prior studies
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
· Conclusions are generally aligned with findings
· Slight overgeneralization beyond small sample
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Limitations are not explicitly discussed, which is a major weakness in qualitative research
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Adequate number, but:
· Some are non-peer-reviewed sources
· Formatting inconsistencies
· Needs stronger academic rigor
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Generally understandable but requires:
· Grammar correction
· Improved academic tone and consistency
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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