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	PART  1: Comments



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

	Author’s Feedback (Authors must 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 manuscript addresses an area of genuine clinical importance, as neonatal cardiac pharmacology remains one of the most challenging domains in pediatric therapeutics. The authors attempt to summarise current knowledge on dosing, safety, and efficacy, which is valuable given the limited trial data available in this population. A structured review of this kind can help clinicians better appreciate developmental pharmacology and adapt their practice accordingly. The topic is relevant for neonatologists, pharmacists, and pediatric cardiologists who routinely face uncertainties in drug management for critically ill newborns.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title accurately reflects the content; however, it could be made more specific, such as in the lines of  Pharmacological Considerations in Neonatal Cardiac Care: A Narrative Review of Dosing, Safety, and Efficacy.
	

	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 informative and coherent. It effectively highlights the physiological challenges and the need for individualised dosing in neonates. But it may benefit from a clearer statement on the methodology, as the review mixes narrative elements with structured searching. Including 1–2 specific examples of key findings or clinical implications could make the abstract stronger and more focused.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and shows good awareness of current literature. The physiologic explanations and drug-related concerns are accurate and appropriately contextualised. Some sections, however, read more like an expanded introduction rather than a focused synthesis, and a few arguments could be supported with clearer data or more concise interpretation. The tables are helpful, but the flow between sections can be tightened to avoid repetition.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is fairly comprehensive, including several recent publications from 2023–2024. Still, a few important landmark papers on neonatal cardiovascular pharmacotherapy could be added, particularly regarding milrinone pharmacokinetics and updated dosing guidance for amiodarone and flecainide. The authors might also consider including more standardised neonatal dosing guidelines (e.g., neonatal formularies or international consensus documents) if permissible by copyright.
	

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


	The English language is generally clear and understandable. There are a few long, dense sentences where meaning could be lost, especially in the introduction and discussion sections. Minor editing for readability and flow would strengthen the manuscript, but overall, the language is acceptable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-researched and demonstrates commendable effort in addressing a complex topic. Streamlining the narrative and reducing redundancy between the introduction, results, and discussion would improve clarity. A short section summarising practical bedside implications, such as examples of dose adjustments commonly required in neonates, would make the article more clinically useful. Additionally, a concluding table summarising “clinical take-home messages” could help readers absorb the key points more efficiently.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No major ethical concerns are apparent, as the manuscript is a narrative review without patient-level data.
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