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	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.


	I think this manuscript addresses a relevant but understudied area—clinician perspectives on calamine-based combination formulations—particularly within the dermatology landscape in India. I see that real-world preference data for older yet widely used topical agents like calamine are rarely collected systematically, so the survey contributes useful descriptive evidence. I like that the study captures treatment patterns across multiple common pediatric dermatoses, which could guide future formulation research or prescribing behavior. However, I also feel that the scientific depth is somewhat limited because the study relies solely on descriptive statistics without deeper analytical insights or hypothesis testing.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I find the title generally suitable because it accurately reflects the content and focus of the study.
If a more precise alternative is desired, I would suggest:

“Dermatologists’ Perspectives and Prescribing Patterns for Calamine-Based Combination Formulations in Indian Clinical Practice: A Cross-Sectional Survey”
	

	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.


	I think the abstract is generally comprehensive and includes objective, methods, key results, and a concise conclusion. However, I see several potential improvements:


Suggested improvements:

· The methodology could briefly mention the sampling strategy (convenience vs purposive) to make the design clearer.

· The abstract would benefit from a clearer statement of the questionnaire’s validation status since this is mentioned in the main text.

· The results section is overloaded with percentages—selecting the most important 3–4 findings may improve readability.

· The conclusion should comment more explicitly on clinical implications or the need for further research.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	I think the manuscript is largely scientifically correct in terms of presenting descriptive survey findings. The background and discussion sections reference appropriate dermatological concepts and cite relevant literature.
However, I have the following concerns:

· The study uses only descriptive statistics, and I feel that inferential analysis (e.g., subgroup comparisons, correlations) would strengthen scientific validity.

· The questionnaire’s reliability is stated as “adequate but should be improved,” which raises concern about measurement precision.

· The mention of criterion validity is unclear; I would prefer more concrete information on the actual validation process.

· Some interpretations in the discussion feel more suggestive than evidenced by the descriptive data.

Overall, while scientifically acceptable, the methodology and data analysis could be strengthened.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I see that the references are relatively recent and largely appropriate, particularly the 2023–2025 citations. The manuscript also includes a mix of foundational and contemporary sources.
Nevertheless, I think the following could be improved:

· Some sections discuss mechanisms of calamine, aloe vera, and paraffin but rely on older or general reviews—additional mechanistic or clinical trials (if available) would strengthen those areas.

· References related to survey-based dermatology methodology or clinician preference studies could be added to contextualize the approach.

No urgent additions are mandatory, but enhancing methodological citations would be helpful.
	

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


	I think the overall language is acceptable for scholarly communication, but several areas need improvement:

· Occasional grammatical inconsistencies (e.g., spacing, capitalization issues such as the “materialS and methods” section header).

· Long, complex sentences that could be shortened for clarity.

· Minor formatting inconsistencies in tables and figure captions.

Overall, the English is workable but would benefit from professional language editing.
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