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Detailed Reviewer’s Report 

Title 

Clear and relevant. It reflects the study design, population, and setting well. 

 

Abstract 

Well structured (background, methods, results, conclusion). 

Some grammatical errors and repetition. Sample size inconsistency is not 

clearly explained. 

 

Introduction 

Good background on VTE and malnutrition with relevant references. 

Could be more focused; some sentences are long and repetitive. The gap in 

literature is mentioned but not very sharply defined. 

 

Materials and Methods 

Study design and PDSA cycle are clearly described. 

Small sample size (15 pre, 25 post) is not justified 

Random selection process not clearly explained 

Some wording/grammar issues 

Ethical approval not mentioned 

Recommendation: 
Accept as it is ………………………………. 
Accept after minor revision……Y………   
Accept after major revision ……………… 

Do not accept (Reasons below) ……… 

Rating  Excel. Good Fair Poor 

Originality  Y   

Techn. Quality   Y  

Clarity  Y   
Significance  Y   

 



              
 

               ISSN(O): 2320-5407 | ISSN(P): 3107-4928 
 

     International Journal of Advanced Research 
                      Publisher’s Name: Jana Publication and Research LLP 

www.journalijar.com 
   

 

REVIEWER’S REPORT 
 

 

 

Results are clearly presented with good use of percentages and tables/figures. 

Inconsistency in total sample size (40 patients mentioned but audit numbers 

unclear) 

Figures are described but not fully interpreted in text 

No statistical testing shown 

 

Discussion 

Good comparison with other studies and literature support. 

Too lengthy in some parts 

Some repetition of results 

Limited critical analysis of why improvement was only 68% and not higher 

 

Conclusion 

Clear and consistent with study findings. 

Could be more concise; minor repetition of results. 

 

References 

Relevant and mostly recent. 


