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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 research is interesting because it gathered 519 clinicians' perspectives about the use of UDCA in liver disease through a questionnaire. It is quite a unique approach, because even though we know the drug mechanism of action, few clinicians have differing experiences and decisions in prescribing UDCA. The idea of the research is simple but engaging.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is suitable
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	It’s comprehensive. But this sentence: ‘UDCA is considered a first-line treatment by 70% of experts for conditions such as hepatic encephalopathy, primary biliary cholangitis (PBC), hepatocellular carcinoma, alcoholic liver disease, MAFLD, and NASH.’ It should be changed to reinforce that these are expert opinions; it is not always the same as guidelines, because the sentence can cause a bit of confusion for the reader.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This manuscript discusses expert opinion, and it is stated that experts in this journal agreed that UDCA is a first-line therapy for hepatic encephalopathy, primary biliary cholangitis (PBC), hepatocellular carcinoma, alcoholic liver disease, MAFLD, and NASH. Meanwhile, recommendations from AASLD/EASL 2022 state that UDCA is only recommended as first line for PBC. I think the author should cite this difference (the guideline recommendation) in the discussion. This also should be stated somewhere in the abstract.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The oldest references are from 2001 and 2004, and the newest from 2025. I think it is better if the author adds newer references on the same topic. 
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes, it is suitable. English quality is sufficient. A few grammar mistakes or typos can be corrected using free grammar tools like Grammarly.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The research approach is interesting, but there are a few questionable things, especially since it is stated that the respondent can choose not to complete the questionnaire. Are their incomplete response excluded from the research? Because it can cause some bias. The author should explain the inclusion and exclusion criteria. Also, they need to cite the AASLD/EASL 2022 guideline or other guidelines and compare it to the result of this study.
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