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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.
	The manuscript addresses an important and clinically relevant topic in pediatric oncology nursing, particularly in the context of developing countries where childhood leukemia remains associated with substantial morbidity and mortality. Assessing nurses’ knowledge regarding childhood leukemia is highly valuable because nurses play a central role in early recognition, patient education, infection prevention, treatment monitoring, and supportive care. The study also contributes region-specific evidence from Bangladesh, where published data on oncology nursing knowledge remain limited. Despite methodological and language-related limitations, the findings provide useful baseline information that may support future educational interventions, in-service training programs, and policy development aimed at strengthening pediatric oncology nursing practice.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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


	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	




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.

	The title is clear, concise, and appropriately reflects the study population, topic, and setting. However, the authors may consider slightly refining the wording for grammatical precision, such as:
“Assessment of Nurses’ Knowledge Regarding Childhood Leukemia at a Specialized Hospital in Dhaka, Bangladesh.”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
The abstract includes the essential components; however, substantial revision is required to improve scientific clarity, grammar, sentence structure, and presentation of results. The methodology section should clearly specify the study design, sampling approach, and statistical methods. The results section should focus on the most important findings rather than excessive descriptive detail. Additionally, the conclusion should be more concise and directly linked to the study findings and implications for nursing practice.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The study topic is scientifically relevant and the overall structure follows a standard research format. However, several areas require improvement before the manuscript can be considered scientifically robust for publication:
· The manuscript contains numerous grammatical, syntactic, and typographical errors throughout all sections. 
· The literature review is excessively descriptive and lacks critical synthesis. 
· The methodology section requires clarification regarding questionnaire validation, scoring methods, and statistical analysis. 
· The sample size calculation contains formatting and mathematical inconsistencies that should be corrected. 
· Inferential statistical analysis is absent despite attempts to associate knowledge scores with demographic variables. 
· The discussion section frequently repeats results instead of critically interpreting findings. 
· Study limitations are not adequately addressed. 
A thorough scientific editing and methodological revision is strongly recommended.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

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

	YES, WITH REVISION REQUIRED
The manuscript includes several recent references and relevant sources related to childhood leukemia and oncology nursing. However, citation formatting is inconsistent throughout the manuscript. Some references appear incomplete, improperly cited, or inconsistently presented. The authors are advised to:
· Ensure uniform referencing style according to journal guidelines. 
· Include more recent peer-reviewed international nursing and pediatric oncology studies. 
· Reduce dependence on generalized web-based sources where higher-quality indexed literature is available.
	

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

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

	NO MAJOR ETHICAL ISSUES IDENTIFIED
The manuscript reports obtaining IRB approval and informed consent from participants. Confidentiality and voluntary participation were also mentioned appropriately. However, the ethical approval date and IRB details should be presented more clearly and consistently according to journal formatting standards.
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