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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 summarizes interviews with nurse leaders who share their perspectives on leveraging technology to drive digital transformation and improve healthcare. Key themes include smart hospitals, interoperability, and innovative care delivery methods.
	


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- 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
	4-Good
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3-Satisfactory
	

	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
	4-Good
	

	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-Good
	

	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-Satisfactory
	

	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
	4-Good
	

	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
	3-Satisfactory
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3-Satisfactory
	

	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-Good
	

	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
	4-Good
	

	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-Good
	

	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
	4-Good
	

	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-Satisfactory
	

	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
	3-Satisfactory
	


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.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Satisfactory, Little bit needs improvement
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Satisfactory. Little bit needs improvement
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	Satisfactory. Little bit needs improvement
	


PART 3. 
	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	This manuscript explores the impact of digital technologies on nursing practice, highlighting the opportunities and challenges associated with their integration. As a reviewer i found that this manuscript is suitable, informative and useful for all nursing readers to assess the advances brought by digital technologies in nursing practices and uncover why the HC sector is reluctant to adopt DT

1.
This study employed a mixed-methods approach using six evaluation tools to assess training effectiveness across Kirkpatrick levels.

2.
Results demonstrated exceptionally high adoption rates (95–97% for CIS, 93–95% for IT), improved documentation accuracy, reduced errors, enhanced confidence, and stronger collaboration. 

3.
Field observations confirmed that 98.8% of staff performed digital tasks independently or expertly, though challenges such as technical limitations, workload pressures, and skill decay were noted. 

4.
Overall, findings indicate that training has progressed from digital adoption to optimization, with clear organizational benefits in compliance, efficiency, and patient safety. Strategic recommendations include structured refresher programs, role-specific training pathways, advanced analytics modules, and infrastructure improvements to sustain long-term competency and maximize return on investment.

5.
Theme of the manuscript was found very interesting and relevant to the book chapter.

6.
Author has done comprehensive broad literature review, but chronologically year wise to be done and some current literature must be added at the very beginning or end whatever author suggest.

7.
Methodology was mentioned, but synchronization was not followed. Moreover, author has not given conceptual frame work for clear understanding of the particular methodology. 

8.
 Results were demonstrated properly but reviewer wants some significant results with detail discussions such as impact of digital technologies on nursing practice, quality and safety outcomes.

9.
All conclusive remarks to be based on the observation of study and chronological order.

10.
List of references should be generally Vancouver style or whatever publisher guideline according to that.

Overall reviewer has found very good research article which is relevant to proposed book chapter according to the standard of publisher. This particular research article is accepted but subject to minor revision of the manuscript.
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