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Dear Dr. Bergonzoli,

Status: Accepted

We are pleased to inform you that your manuscript “The speed of Sars-CoV-2
infection in employees of an academic hospital before vaccine access” has been
accepted for publication in the Medical Research Archives. Please review this peer-
review report which contains feedback from the reviewers and a list of revisions
which are requested. If possible, please submit the final version of your manuscript
within 7 days so we may begin the copyediting process. You will receive a separate
email with an invoice for the publication fee, which is also due prior to copyediting. If
you have any questions for the reviewers or editor please do not hesitate to ask.

Sincerely,

Editorial Team
Media Research Archives
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Acceptable

Excellent

There is no introduction,
or it fails to
communicate the scope
and purpose of the
manuscript. Little or no
background information.

Introduction

The purpose of the
manuscript is clear
and the subtopics are
mentioned. Sufficient
background
information provided.

The introduction is strong
and engages the reader.
The purpose and
importance of the
manuscript are clear and
supported by a strong
background framework.

It is unknown what
methods were used to
obtain the results.
Incomplete method
description.

Methodology

The methodology is
described in sufficient
detail.

Detailed methodology and
explanation of why the
methods were chosen.

Discussion & | There is no discussion, or

The discussion is

An in-depth discussion is

analysis it leaves many questions | detailed, and all present and accompanied
unanswered. Poor research questions by a strong analysis of all
analysis. are answered. results. Any limitations of
Sufficient analysis. the research are stated.
Scientific Multiple unsubstantiated | Adequate support for | Excellent scientific support
support statements. Few all claims and a which considers multiple
references. sufficient number of viewpoints. Good number
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Language & Poor use of language Good use of language. | Free from any language
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readability. Many
grammatical or spelling
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errors or misspellings.

vocabulary and readability.
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Strengths

e Theresearchis about a very sensitive topic

e Thefindings may be applied in other countries facing the same problem
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Concerns

Aim and scope are not clear at all

It's necessary to state why this information is important now the pandemic is over and vaccines are available
The research question and objectives are not clear

The methods section is not enough detailed

The discussion section is too short and shallow. It may be enriched and extended

It's necessary to include a Conclusion section
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How to improve

e Nosentence or paragraph must begin with a number
Check references section format to meet AMA style

There are not enough references to support a manuscript intended for publication
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Next steps

e Implement any changes requested in this report and email the revised manuscript to
your editor.
e Review the author proofs once copyediting is completed.



