Review Summary

In this reviewer’s understanding, the paper’s main points can be summarized as follows:

Hypothesis: 
If critical care nurses received better education about patient nutrition in the ICU, especially regarding electrolyte imbalances, the outcome for patients with HP and RS might improve.

Study: 
Forty-five nurses from a hospital ICU completed a questionnaire about their knowledge of HP, RS, and their own role in patient nutrition. In addition, the nutrition and outcomes of 275 ICU patients from the same hospital were studied retrospectively. 

Findings: 
The researchers found that nurses have low knowledge of nutritional outcomes and the importance of their own role in providing proper nutrition to critical care patients. 

In addition, ICU patients with HP and RS who had received greater than 50% of the recommended dietary intake had longer ICU stays than those who received less than 50%, and they spent more time on mechanical ventilation. 

Conclusion: 
Nurses’ responses to the questionnaire indicated they believed there was no relationship between nutrition, ventilation, and length of stay for ICU patients with HP and RS, although data from their own hospital indicated otherwise. The authors conclude that an increase in nurse training about nutrition for HP/RS patients might improve patient outcomes. 

The paper makes no before-and-after comparisons, such as “patient outcomes before nurse education versus patient outcomes after education.” Therefore, it is difficult to draw conclusions about the effectiveness or design of an educational intervention.

The topic, however, seems relevant and of interest to critical-care professionals, and the paper’s assertions are well supported by citation of literature. The research seems to merit attention in the target journal.

Specific reviewer guidelines for the AJCC

The American Journal of Critical Care provides a list of guidelines for its peer reviewers to consider (see the full list here: http://ajcc.aacnjournals.org/site/misc/ReviewerGuidelines.pdf).

The following are particular areas of this checklist where you might focus attention as you prepare your article for submission:

Title
Does the title accurately characterize the content?
As requested, I am suggesting a possible title for this article: 

Nurse Knowledge about Electrolyte Monitoring: Implications for Patients with Hypophosphatemia in an Intensive Care Unit


Clarity
Are terms spelled out before being abbreviated? In comments in the paper, I noted where terms should be spelled out on first use.

Do you notice contradictions or inconsistencies? There is a seeming contradiction, noted in a comment on p. 6, where the paper indicates that high blood phosphate levels (57.8% or higher) led to increased mortality but low phosphate levels were linked to no difference in mortality rate. This seems to contradict the paper’s premise that hypophosphatemia, or low blood phosphate levels, is a primary concern for ICU patients.  

Do discrepancies exist among the text, figures, and tables? The figure included with the article does not seem to tell the whole story of the research findings, in that no mention is made of the effect of nurse education on nutrition and outcomes in ICU patients. See the comments in the figure document for suggestions on improving or replacing the figure.

Composition
Do glaring or recurring errors exist in grammar, spelling, or punctuation? 
There are many places where grammar and sentence structure could be improved. Since these issues can sway the opinion of a peer reviewer, I recommend having the paper professionally copyedited before submission to the journal.

Currency
Does the content reflect current information on this topic?
Yes. The paper was well-referenced with sources that provide a thorough background to nursing education and patient nutrition in critical-care settings. 

Depth/Scope of Coverage
Should any discussion be added or deleted?
Currently, the paper’s main focus is to show (1) the level of nurses’ understanding about nutrition for HP patients in a hospital and (2) a summary of nutrition regimens and outcomes for ICU patients in the same hospital. It would be informative to expand the study by showing whether providing an education program would change nurses’ responses to the questionnaire and also the effect this would have on patient outcomes. (At the very least, this additional research should be suggested as an area of future study.)


Figures and Tables
Could any tables of figures be deleted? Should any be added? It would be helpful to add a figure showing the actual questions given to the nurses so that other researchers could replicate the study. In addition, tables summarizing the nurses’ responses to the questionnaire and also the patients’ characteristics and outcomes would be informative.

Organization
Is the content organized in a coherent fashion that facilitates understanding? The nurse questionnaire and the retrospective study of patient outcomes are two separate research paths in this study. The Methods section might benefit from subheadings that indicate the purpose, method, and outcome of each of the two research endeavors, since one does not follow logically from the other.

Originality
Does the paper present new, innovative, or insightful information?
Is material presented in a novel or unique way?
[bookmark: _GoBack]The main topic of interest to readers will likely be whether an increase in nurse education about HP and nutrition for ICU patients would affect patient outcomes such as ventilation and length of stay. A before-and-after experiment examining the change in patient outcomes after additional nurse education would provide this unique insight and should at least be mentioned as an important area for further study. 

