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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 addresses a highly relevant and complex issue in emergency nursing, particularly the interplay between nurse experience, work environment, and triage decision-making within the Canadian Triage and Acuity Scale (CTAS) framework. By synthesizing evidence from multiple study designs, the review contributes to a more holistic understanding of how both individual competencies and systemic pressures influence triage accuracy and patient safety. The integration of theoretical perspectives, such as dual-process theory and complexity science, strengthens the conceptual depth and offers meaningful insights for both clinical practice and policy development. Moreover, the identification of gaps—especially in longitudinal evidence and low-resource settings—provides clear direction for future research and highlights the manuscript’s value in advancing the scientific discourse in emergency care.
	




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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

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

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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

	4 = Good
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement

The manuscript conveys important ideas and demonstrates a solid understanding of the topic, particularly regarding Canadian Triage and Acuity Scale (CTAS). However, the overall clarity and readability are significantly affected by frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistent sentence structure.

Several sections contain overly complex or fragmented sentences, making it difficult for readers to follow the arguments. There are also issues with word choice, redundancy, and coherence between sentences and paragraphs. Substantial language editing—preferably by a native English speaker or professional editing service—is strongly recommended to improve clarity, flow, and academic tone.
	




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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO

The abstract includes key components but is not fully comprehensive due to issues with clarity, structure, and completeness in describing the methodology and key findings related to Canadian Triage and Acuity Scale (CTAS).

Suggestion for improvement:
Revise the abstract to improve grammatical clarity and coherence, clearly define inclusion criteria and study context (e.g., high-volume ED), and present key results more systematically (e.g., main themes or quantified findings). The conclusion should be more specific by highlighting the main implications of the review.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO

While the manuscript is grounded in relevant concepts and uses appropriate frameworks (e.g., JBI, PRISMA-ScR) to examine factors influencing Canadian Triage and Acuity Scale (CTAS) proficiency, there are concerns regarding scientific rigor and accuracy. Some reported results (e.g., percentage improvements, kappa values) are presented without clear methodological context or consistent interpretation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (with minor improvement recommended)

The references are generally sufficient and include a number of recent studies (up to 2024–2025), which support the discussion on Canadian Triage and Acuity Scale (CTAS) and emergency nursing practice.

However, to further strengthen the manuscript, it is recommended to increase the proportion of high-quality, recent empirical studies (preferably within the last 5 years), particularly from diverse settings (e.g., low- and middle-income countries). Additionally, ensuring consistency in citation relevance and minimizing reliance on older or less directly related sources would improve the overall robustness of the reference list.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	Answer: NO

There are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript. As a scoping review, it synthesizes data from previously published studies and does not involve direct human or animal subjects. The methodology follows established guidelines (e.g., JBI and PRISMA-ScR), and there is no indication of plagiarism, data fabrication, or unethical reporting practices.
	



PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses an important and relevant topic in emergency nursing, particularly related to Canadian Triage and Acuity Scale (CTAS) proficiency, and demonstrates a solid conceptual foundation with appropriate use of scoping review methodology.

However, significant improvements are required in language clarity, methodological transparency, and depth of critical analysis. Strengthening the synthesis of findings, ensuring consistency in data reporting, and improving overall readability are essential before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
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