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Compulsory REVISION comments

Minor REVISION comments

Effect of Patient-centred Care on Quality Nursing Care, Nurse-sensitive indicators
and Satisfaction of Nurses and Patients in Adult Medical Inpatients Setting: a mixed
methods systematic review protocol.

It was a pleasure for me to check this paper.

| read through this manuscript and | think that this is a good paper.
Consequently, | congratulate the authors.

But | suggest that, please, review the following comments:

-Method:
-Do you not include "gray" or "opaque" literature (technical reports, conference proceedings
and dissertations)?

-There is little more information about validity (internal validity: refers to the ability to avoid
systematic errors or biases through the design and conduct of the study, while external
validity is related to the applicability of the results to a specific population.)

-Why not use a system to inform the quality and strength of the recommendation, such as
the GRADE system? (It indicates how much we can trust that the estimate of the effect of
the intervention is correct and how much we can trust that the implementation of the
recommendation will bring more benefits than risks).

-It would be worthwhile to comment more on the determination of heterogeneity and the
analysis of subgroups (it is often interesting to examine a special category of participants in
the review (for example, women, a group of age or the severity of the disease).

-Thank you

-Grey literature such as dissertations and thesis will be included in the revised
protocol and google scholar will also be searched for grey literature.

-The processes of data search, extraction and synthesis will be done by two
independent reviewers and differences resolved by a third reviewer, the
leader of the team.

-The quality of papers will be assessed using the Mixed Methods Appraisal
Tool (MMAT) — Version 2011. The quality of meta-analysis will be assessed
using the GRADE tool (http://w ww.gradeworkinggroup.org/).

-We will conduct an assessment of heterogeneity to confirm our expectation
by adopting the method of Whitehead et al [1], methodological heterogeneity
will be determined by comparing the findings of the different study designs of
the included studies, and the outcome discussed among the review team to
arrive at a consensus.

-This study plans to avoid publication bias by using a mixed method approach
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-It would be worth commenting more on the determination of the publication bias (the to include qualitative, quantitative and mixed methods patient-centred care
information collection must be exhaustive, both published and unpublished studies to avoid | studies. Both Published and grey literature especially theses and dissertations
incurring in selection bias). will be included.

-Recognizing the fact that studies with statistically significant (p<0.05) findings
are more likely to be published than those with non-significant findings [2-4];
we will evaluate publication bias using funnel plots and assessment of funnel
plot asymmetry, if applicable. This method has been widely used previously
[1, 3, 5, 6] and recommended to investigate publication bias [7]. In order to
assess reporting bias from RCTs, we will evaluate the time of publication of
the trial protocol and recruitment of patients. For trials published after 1% July
2005; the Clinical Trial Register at the International Clinical Trials Registry
Platform of the World Health Organization will be screened. We will compare
the outcomes specified in the protocol against those in the published report, to
assess selective outcome reporting bias.

-References: References are corrected to reflect the Vancouver referencing style.
The references should be quoted, numerically, in the text in correlative order.
Review, please, the rules of the Journal.

The abbreviations of journals should conform to those of the US National Library of
Medicine for Medline / PubMed (available in:
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nimcatalog/journals

For example:

Journal of advanced nursing. NLM Title Abbreviation: J Adv Nurs

Optional/General comments
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(If yes, Kindly please write down the
ethical issues here in details)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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