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SECTION 1: OVERVIEW AND GENERAL IMPRESSIONS

1. What are the main points/ key messages conveyed by this manuscript?

2. What are your general impressions of the paper?
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SECTION 2: RELEVANCE

1.

Significance
Is the paper significant? Does it contribute to building a body of knowledge of the

public health sector in South Africa?

. Insights/ new thinking

Does the paper provide fresh insights into health systems strengthening efforts in the

country?

. COVID-19 focus

. In what way does the paper contribute to our understanding of the impact of the

COVID-19 pandemic on the South African health system and the health-sector’s

response to this crisis?

b.

What emerging lessons are highlighted for recovery and the future management and

prevention of pandemics and other  public health emergencies?

4. Sources

Are the sources authoritative and balanced? For example, have peer-reviewed

journals been consulted or was there a heavy reliance on grey literature? Did the

paper use journals and articles written by South Africans on the subject? Do the
sources adequately support the information presented?
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5. Recommendations

e Does the paper deal adequately with lessons learnt and recommendations?

e Do the recommendations support the desired transformation of the South Africa
health system?

¢ Are they specific, relevant and practical?

¢ Do they stimulate further research in this area?

SECTION 3: COMPOSITION AND STRUCTURE

1. Title
e Is the title appropriate? Does it accurately describe the focus of the article?

e Is it clear and succinct?

3. Structure
¢ |s the article well-structured and clearly and concisely written?
e |Is the argument or research question addressed clearly up front?

e Can the reader follow the main theme explicitly and coherently throughout the article?

4. Scientific Rigour

e Does the paper demonstrate scientific rigour and intellectual clarity?

4. Conclusions
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¢ Are the conclusions supported by the data reviewed and presented in a clear and

concise manner?

¢ Are the findings/ implications of the study clearly and concisely summarised?

SECTION 4: TECHNICAL ELEMENTS

1. Abstract
e Does the abstract clearly state the objectives of the paper and provide an accurate

and concise overview of its content?
YES/ NO

2. Figures and tables
e Have tables and graphs been used appropriately?

e Are they clear and necessary - do they add to the analysis?

3. References

e Are these complete and comprehensive? YES
e Has the Vancouver style of referencing been appropriately applied? YES
4. Language

¢ [s extensive language editing required? NO
5. Keywords




External Peer Review Reviewer SAHR 2022

¢ Are the keywords suggested accurate and appropriate? YES/ NO

SECTION 5: FOR RESEARCH PAPERS (AS RELEVANT)

N/A

If not relevant, please go to Section 6

1. Research methods and study design

Points to consider:

Has the research question has been clearly stated and defined?

Have the research methods been satisfactorily described and are they appropriate
to the study objectives?

Is the process of data collection clear?

Has the sample been adequately described?

Have statistical methods been appropriately applied?

Have the authors attempted to retrieve missing data (where applicable)?

Have research methods raise any ethical concerns?

Comments

2. Analysis/ Data synthesis

Points to consider:

Has the data has been clearly presented and comprehensively examined?

Is there evidence of insightful interpretation of the data?

Have all the research objectives been adequately considered in the interpretation?
Does the data reflect the true picture in the country?

Do the authors point out the gaps in the data (if any)?

The most current data is presented?

There is no key data that have been missed?
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e Has the appropriate sub-group analyses has been carried out and reported

correctly?

¢ Is specific input needed from a statistician?

Comments

3. Findings

Points to consider:

Are the research findings clearly presented?

Has the research question been adequately addressed?

Are the research findings credible?

Have the implications of the findings been thoroughly discussed?

Is missing information regarding the findings described?

Is the amount of missing information large enough to undermine the validity of the
paper?

Were (data) limitations and inconsistencies stated or discussed?

Comments

SECTION 6: PEER REVIEWER’S RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Please indicate in the check box if:

e Maijor revision is needed

[

e Minor revision is needed

[

e The manuscript can be accepted without revision

[
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e The manuscript should be revised as a short (opinion/perspective/

lessons learnt) piece

e The manuscript is not acceptable for publication (even with major revision)

[

2. Do you have any further suggestions for how this paper can be improved?

See tracked comments and minor edits in text

3. Please indicate here in the check box if:

e You would like to receive the author’s response to your feedback

¢ You would like to see the revised paper

[

DATE

Please save the file as follows: short/ abbreviated Title of Chapter_
SAHR_ExternalPeerReview_REPORT_dayJune2022_Reviewer1_Surname of

Reviewer
Thank you for your input.
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