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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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.


	This manuscript addresses a clinically relevant and practical topic, namely the role of Buerger-Allen exercises in improving lower extremity perfusion among patients with type 2 diabetes mellitus. Considering the global burden of diabetic peripheral vascular complications and the high incidence of diabetic foot syndrome, non-pharmacological and low-cost interventions are of substantial interest to nursing and clinical practice. The study attempts to contribute evidence regarding an easily implementable intervention that could potentially support preventive strategies in hospital settings. If methodologically strengthened, this line of research may have meaningful implications for patient education and structured nursing care protocols.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally clear and reflects both the intervention and the target population. However, it does not indicate the study design, which limits immediate understanding of the methodological framework.
Suggested alternative title:
“Effect of Buerger-Allen Exercises on Lower Extremity Perfusion in Hospitalized Patients with Type 2 Diabetes Mellitus: A Controlled Pretest–Posttest Study”


	

	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 provides a basic overview of the objective, design, and main findings. However, several key elements are insufficiently detailed. Specifically:

· The statistical methods are not clearly specified.

· Exact p-values and confidence intervals are not presented.

· The sample size is small, but this limitation is not acknowledged.

· The conclusion appears somewhat definitive relative to the scale of the study.

I recommend including:

1. The exact statistical test used (e.g., repeated measures ANOVA).

2. Reported p-values and, if possible, effect sizes.

3. A more cautious interpretation of the findings.

4. A brief statement acknowledging study limitations.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript addresses a relevant research question and follows a basic experimental structure. However, there are methodological limitations that weaken the scientific robustness of the study:

· The sample size (n=20) is very small and no power analysis is provided.

· The method of randomization is not clearly described and may not represent true random allocation.

· The perfusion assessment tool appears to be self-developed, yet no reliability or validity testing is presented.

· The statistical reporting lacks detail (degrees of freedom, confidence intervals, effect size).

The study would benefit from clearer methodological transparency and more rigorous statistical reporting.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes foundational sources but appears limited in recent high-impact studies. More up-to-date references (within the last 5 years) on:

· Diabetic peripheral arterial disease,

· Non-pharmacological perfusion-enhancing interventions,

· Evidence-based nursing interventions in diabetic foot prevention, would strengthen the scientific context.

The referencing style should also be standardized and carefully checked for consistency.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable; however, several grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and inconsistencies in terminology are present. Professional language editing is strongly recommended to improve clarity, academic tone, and precision. This would significantly enhance readability and credibility.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The topic is relevant and clinically applicable, particularly in low-resource settings. However, the study would benefit from:

· Clearer reporting of randomization procedures.

· Validation or justification of the assessment tool.

· More rigorous statistical analysis.

· Explicit discussion of study limitations.

· Alignment between the stated aim (prevention of diabetic foot ulcer) and the measured outcomes (perfusion parameters only).

A more critical discussion section comparing findings with contemporary literature would improve the manuscript substantially.
The manuscript has potential but requires substantial methodological clarification, statistical improvement, language editing, and strengthening of the discussion before it can be considered for publication.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	The manuscript does not clearly state whether ethical approval was obtained from an institutional review board or ethics committee. Additionally, there is no explicit mention of written informed consent from participants.

The authors should clarify:

· The name of the approving ethics committee,

· Approval number,

· Confirmation of informed consent,

· Compliance with the Declaration of Helsinki.


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interests are declared in the manuscript. The authors should include a formal statement confirming the absence (or presence) of conflicts of interest.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	There is no immediate evidence of plagiarism based on content review. However, formal similarity screening by the journal is recommended as standard editorial procedure.
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