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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.


	This manuscript holds significant value for the scientific community as it brings together our current understanding of the common cold, one of the most prevalent illnesses affecting humans. By offering a thorough review, it compiles insights on epidemiology, virology, transmission dynamics, and socio-economic effects, which are often dispersed across various studies. This all-encompassing resource can help researchers pinpoint gaps in prevention and treatment strategies, while also guiding public health policies aimed at alleviating the impact of respiratory infections. Additionally, the manuscript’s integrative approach fosters interdisciplinary collaboration, ensuring that future research and clinical practices are built on a solid scientific foundation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, The Common Cold – A Complete Review, does a good job of being clear and descriptive. However, it might come off as a bit too broad or generic for a scientific manuscript. Many journals tend to favour titles that highlight the scope, focus, or unique contribution of the work.

Suggestions for Alternative Titles:

- The Common Cold: Epidemiology, Etiology, and Clinical Perspectives

- A Comprehensive Review of the Common Cold and Upper Respiratory Tract Infections

- The Common Cold: Viral Etiology, Host Response, and Management Approaches

- Understanding the Common Cold: A Complete Review of Epidemiology and Clinical Manifestations
	

	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 does a good job of being clear and informative, but it could really shine with a few tweaks:

Suggestions for Improvement

Scope of Review: Make it clear that the manuscript dives into epidemiology, etiology, clinical manifestations, and management strategies. This will give readers a better sense of its breadth.

Public Health Impact: It would be helpful to include a sentence about the global burden of the common cold, like its economic costs and healthcare utilization, to really drive home its significance.

Research Gaps: Don’t forget to point out the lack of effective antiviral treatments and the pressing need for more research into prevention or innovative therapies.

Conciseness: Think about cutting down on overly detailed descriptions of symptoms (like rhinorrhoea and nasal congestion) since they’re pretty well-known. Instead, focus on the scientific contributions.

Future Outlook: Wrap it up with a forward-looking statement about the importance of ongoing research into host-virus interactions or vaccine development.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript seems to be on point scientifically, both in its scope and how it presents information. It effectively taps into established knowledge about the common cold, accurately detailing its viral causes, how it spreads, and its clinical symptoms. The abstract does a good job of highlighting the role of rhinoviruses, pointing out the lack of effective antiviral treatments, and emphasizing the need for symptomatic management, which is in line with what current science suggests.

One suggestion would be to make sure that the methodology of the review

—like the search strategy and the criteria for including or excluding studies

—is clearly laid out in the full text. It would also be wise to acknowledge the limitations, especially considering how rapidly viral research is evolving. All in all, the manuscript is scientifically robust and offers a valuable overview for the scientific community.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent
	

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


	Yes, the English language quality of this article is suitable for scholarly communications
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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