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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	The manuscript addresses an important and ongoing clinical question regarding whether statin therapy influences the risk of cognitive decline and dementia in older adults. As statins are widely prescribed globally, clarifying their cognitive safety and potential neuroprotective role is relevant for clinicians, policymakers, and patients. By including both randomized trials and cohort studies and synthesizing their findings with contemporary methodology, the manuscript contributes meaningfully to current evidence. The findings may support informed decision-making when discussing statin therapy with older adults concerned about cognitive health.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. The current title is appropriate, clear, and reflective of the study objectives and design. No change required.


	

	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.


	The abstract is generally comprehensive and effectively summarizes the study. I suggest adding:
• The total number of included studies; and
• A brief acknowledgment that cognitive outcomes were not primary endpoints in several trials.
These additions will enhance clarity and transparency.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is well conducted and follows PRISMA methodology. The eligibility criteria, search strategy, and screening process are appropriate. Statistical methods (random-effects model, heterogeneity assessment, and sensitivity analyses) are suitably applied. The authors appropriately distinguish evidence from randomized and observational designs and interpret results cautiously. The Discussion section may be strengthened by slightly expanding on:
•Mechanistic explanations for differing effects in trials vs. cohort studies; and
• The expected contribution of ongoing STAREE and PREVENTABLE trials.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. References are adequate, relevant, and current. No essential citations appear missing.


	

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


	Yes. The manuscript is written in clear scholarly English. Minor stylistic refinements in the Discussion may improve flow but are not necessary.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Thank you for the opportunity to review your manuscript titled “Statin Use and Risk of Cognitive Decline in Older Adults: Evidence from a Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis.” The topic is highly relevant given the aging global population and the widespread use of statins.
• The manuscript is well organized and contributes constructively to the literature.
• Consider including a brief table or paragraph comparing hydrophilic vs. lipophilic statins if data permit, as this has clinical relevance.



Your manuscript is well structured, methodologically strong, and adheres to PRISMA guidelines. The distinction between randomized trial evidence and observational cohort findings is thoughtfully handled and adds interpretive depth.

A few minor suggestions may help enhance clarity:


1) Abstract: Include the number of included studies and briefly note that cognitive outcomes were not primary endpoints in several trials.
2) Discussion: Expand slightly on reasons underlying the differences between RCT and cohort findings, and highlight the relevance of ongoing large trials (e.g., STAREE, PREVENTABLE) in shaping future guidance.
3) Optional: If feasible, consider adding a short commentary on potential differences between hydrophilic vs. lipophilic statins.

Overall, the manuscript is balanced, evidence-based, and clinically useful. With minor revisions, it is suitable for publication.

Recommendation: Proceed with publication after minor revision.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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