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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	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 seems more like a narrative review. It is important but its significance can be ameliorated if it clearly brings out the patterns, trends and gaps in the beers criteria.
	














































PART  2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
It is more concise to choose the region(s) of review,
example: India.
	

	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
It is comprehensive, but needs to mention key research gaps identified, highlighting its contribution to the geriatric field.
	

	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
All keywords are useful. We propose adding Medication safety as a keyword.
	

	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
The background section is redundant. The first two paragraphs of the introduction are repetitive.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The two objectives stated in the last paragraph of the abstract have not been clearly explored in the manuscript.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The literature review needs improvement. Some very relevant articles have not been cited. The language needs to be written for easy understanding.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The literature review is recent (All references are recent).
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
The literature search methodology has not been explained.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The cited research works have not been critically analysed to bring out gaps, patterns in order to respond to the manuscript’s aims.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The study’s relevance in identifying research gaps is lagging. Future directions have not been clearly stated to help enhance decision-making.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Conclusion does not tie with abstract’s aims, and does not answer the question of promoting the rationalization of geriatric prescribing practices and improving medication safety among the elderly in India.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
There is no limitation section included. This section should acknowledge search bias and not including all relevant literature in databases or search engines.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The references are recent and from authentic peer review sources. Not all articles used in the study have been referenced appropriately as there are some missing references to be included.
	

	14. 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
	4
The language is understandable and clear. Needs to work on punctuation use.
	



[bookmark: _GoBack]PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
Geriatric medication safety: A narrative review of potentially inappropriate medications in India using Beers criteria.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Reviews are used to set the pace for future research by pointing out limitations in current knowledge. The abstract does not point out these limitations.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript seems more of a narrative review. It needs to include the background and discussion sections. This helps to understand the flow and brings out clearly the research gaps observed, with clear trends and patterns.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are recent but not sufficient.

· Nguyen, Khue & Subramanya, Vinita & Kulshreshtha, Ambar. (2023). Risk Factors Associated With Polypharmacy and Potentially Inappropriate Medication Use in Ambulatory Care Among the Elderly in the United States: A Cross-Sectional Study. Drugs - real world outcomes. 10. 10.1007/s40801-023-00358-2.

· Zhang, X., Zhou, S., Pan, K., Li, X., Zhao, X., Zhou, Y., Cui, Y., & Liu, X. (2017). Potentially inappropriate medications in hospitalized older patients: a cross-sectional study using the Beers 2015 criteria versus the 2012 criteria. Clinical interventions in aging, 12, 1697–1703. https://doi.org/10.2147/CIA.S146009.

· Al-Dahshan, A., & Kehyayan, V. (2021). Prevalence and Predictors of Potentially Inappropriate Medication Prescription Among Older Adults: A Cross-Sectional Study in the State of Qatar. Drugs - real world outcomes, 8(1), 95–103. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40801-020-00220-9

· Hendaus, Mohamed & Chirazi, Alissar & Hassan, Maya & Mourad, Nisreen & Younes, Samar & Moussa, Mahmoud & Rahal, Mohamad. (2021). Prevalence and Assessment of Potentially Inappropriate Medications among Lebanese Elderly inpatients. 10.21203/rs.3.rs-318181/v1.


	






	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	


This manuscript points more towards a narrative review, but is lacking key elements of a narrative review. The title should circumscribe the review to research in a particular geographic area like India. The abstract should be improved by mentioning key research gaps, highlighting its contribution to the geriatric field. The introduction is redundant as the first two paragraphs are almost repetitive. It is also important to add a discussion section that summarizes all published research, and answer the research questions. The conclusion should be updated to reflect patterns, trends, and gaps in research. All references in the manuscript like Qatar, Lebanon etc. should be included (see references provided above). Add a limitation section, and also state your search methodology.

	







 
PART  3: 

	[bookmark: _Hlk156057883]

	
	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)

	





Reviewer details:
Alapa Junior Nkwate Chefor, Catholic University of Central Africa, Cameroon
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