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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.


	his review tackles a timely and interdisciplinary topic at the intersection of exoplanet detection, circumplanetary system formation, astrobiology, and high‑energy astrophysics. It helpfully synthesizes how gamma‑ray bursts (GRBs) might constrain exomoon habitability—an angle that is underrepresented in the current exomoon literature. The manuscript also surveys detection strategies (TTV/TDV, microlensing, direct imaging, radio) and links formation scenarios to long‑term dynamical stability, both of which are valuable to specialists and newcomers. With clearer emphasis on exorings (as promised in the title) and tightened quantitative summaries (e.g., typical sensitivities and scalings for key observables), this review could serve as a useful reference point for the field.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Exorings: Add 1–2 sentences that explicitly summarize exoring diagnostics and what is known (or not) about their survivability; otherwise the abstract overpromises relative to the body.
Quantitative touchstones: Include one or two specific, order‑of‑magnitude numbers (e.g., canonical CPD satellite‑to‑planet mass ratio ∼10⁻⁴; illustrative GRB fluence thresholds of ~10–100 kJ m⁻² for severe ozone depletion) to give readers a concrete anchor. 
Add one line clarifying the review’s distinctive contribution (e.g., a consolidated framework linking detection feasibility to GRB‑conditioned habitability priors).

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The physical descriptions of exomoon formation pathways (co‑accretion in CPDs, giant impacts, capture) and stability limits (Roche/Hill considerations; prograde vs retrograde extents) are accurate and appropriately referenced. The GRB section fairly represents mechanisms (ozone depletion via NOx chemistry, NO₂ opacity, ionospheric coupling) and cites relevant thresholds and recent geospace observations (e.g., 2022 “BOAT” event) as qualitative validation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The bibliography spans foundational work (e.g., CPD‑based mass‑ratio scaling; exomoon TTV/TDV theory) and incorporates recent GRB–geospace observations from 2023–2024, which is excellent.
Duplicates/inconsistencies. “Kipping 2009” appears twice as separate entries; “Heller & Barnes 2014” seems to appear more than once; formats vary (e.g., “Collaboration, G.” instead of “Gaia Collaboration”). “Lingam & Loeb 2019” lists “Harvard University Press, ???” which needs completion. Several entries lack article IDs/pages or use inconsistent journal styling. Please perform a full reference audit for duplicates, author order, diacritics, and formatting. Coverage gaps (suggestions): Since the title flags exorings, add seminal and review references on ring transit photometry, ring precession, forward scattering, and the J1407/J1407b ring candidate system. Also consider adding key methodological references on the orbital sampling effect (OSE) for exomoons and recent data‑driven reassessments of leading exomoon candidates (e.g., beyond Kepler‑1625b). 
Traceability: Where the text cites specific numerical stability limits or fluence thresholds, align the numbers tightly with the cited papers and report uncertainties where appropriate. 

	

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


	The prose is generally readable, but there are numerous line‑break hyphenation artifacts (e.g., “exoplan- etary,” “astrobiolog- ical”), sporadic spacing/diacritic issues (e.g., “M´esz´aros”), and a few subject–verb agreement glitches. A careful copy‑edit is recommended to remove broken hyphenations, harmonize capitalization (e.g., sections and table captions), and standardize symbols and units (e.g., erg, kJ m⁻²).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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None apparent
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