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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 review manuscript has provided a summary on urinary incontinence among elderly in several dimensions. Firstly, with regards incidence progress and then to factors influencing help-seeking behaviors. 
This is a good ground to build upon for researchers desiring to understand trends in this disease among the elderly.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
The title is clear but needs to specify the study review area. Is it in China, the Asian continent or studies from all over the world.
	

	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
	2
The abstract is scanty and does not summarize key trends in progress as the title clearly states.
	

	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
They keywords are appropriate and useful, but it is best to use elderly people (as in the title) rather than old people.
	

	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 dwelt solely on studies carried out in China, showing clearly that the review was done for studies carried out in China.
There is need to mention incidence of urinary incontinence to situate clearly the readers
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The objectives are clearly stated in the abstract. They include:
· Expound on the concept;
· Related theoretical model;
· Incidence
· Influencing factors of help-seeking behavior
· Provide reference for clinical/medical staff
· Explore effective intervention strategies
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The literature review is relevant as the studies meet/answer the objectives stated though there are more literature on prevalence rather than incidence.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Most of the reference are recent, though there are a very few than are more than 10 years ago.
For example a study in 2003
Minassian, V. A., Drutz, H. P., & Al-Badr, A. (2003). Urinary incontinence as a worldwide problem. International journal of gynaecology and obstetrics: the official organ of the International Federation of Gynaecology and Obstetrics, 82(3), 327–338. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0020-7292(03)00220-0
Though relevant, but it is outdated.
	

	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
	2
The methodology on literature search was not explained. The keywords used for the search as well as the databases, Boolean operators, MeSH etc. where not documented.
Nonetheless, there is no rigidity on a clear methodology for review studies.
	

	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
From simply going through the list of bibliographic references, there was a critical analysis of literature done, but this was no explained.
For transparency reasons, it is always interesting to provide the steps in literature search and reasons why the studies retained were chosen.

	

	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
It was done in a limited manner and needs to be ameliorated. A paragraph should most likely be dedicated for this effect.
	

	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 is not clear and focuses only on factors influencing help-seeking behavior, but nothing is said on the incidence dimension.
The influencing factors are not also summarised clearly for a comprehensive understanding.
	

	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
No limitations have been discussed in this manuscript. This should be included.
	

	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
	5
The references are of good quality and mostly recent. The reference matches the subject matter and can clearly answer the objectives of the review.
	

	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
	The language is good, there is a coherent flow of idea but a lot of grammatical errors, spacing not given after a full stop etc.
This should be reviewed.
	



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.
	NO
Research progress on the prevalence and influencing factors of help-seeking behavior in elderly people with urinary incontinence in China
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Provide a summary of the methodology, key findings and a conclusive statement
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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

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

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

	NO
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