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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 paper is  on a growing real-world problem: older adults flying more as populations age and travel gets easier/cheaper. It covers the main physiological risks of flying, why geriatric patients are more vulnerable, and practical prevention steps that actually make sense for primary care docs, geriatricians, and travel medicine people.

I liked that it stresses individualized pre-flight assessments over generic checklists, and the advice feels realistic—not stuff that only works in theory. As for the current problem faced by geriatric 
Timely topic, clear public health value. Solid piece.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes. The title is clear, appropriate, and accurately reflects the content and scope of the manuscript, however, there is a slight confusion during submission it is categorised as a original research but abstract and methodology suggest to be a narrative review/ systematic review.
	

	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.

	Yes, the abstract does a good job addressing up the background, the main risks, and why this matters clinically for older people flying. It is clear and covers the essentials.

But I found there is one issue: it calls the paper a “systematic review,” 
but there's no sign of a proper systematic search, no inclusion/exclusion criteria, and nothing about PRISMA or any structured methodology. That doesn't match what's actually in the manuscript.

I would just change it to say it's a narrative review or comprehensive literature review instead.

If you have to categories this paper to be systemic review please add inslusion, exclusions, prisma flow diagram, there is no mention of how Google and other literature where searched and what where the criteria of inclusion and exclusion, 
If you want to keep it as a systemic review then consider the above points..

If you would like to change it to narrative review then 
No need to add extra portion just fix that label for accuracy and to keep things transparent.
Minor tweak, but important. Once that is sorted, the abstract looks good.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, this paper is scientifically correct. The explanations of the physiological parameters (like hypoxia, cabin pressure effects, dehydration risks, etc.), the key clinical risk factors in older adults, and the preventive recommendations all line up well with what is in the current medical literature and the usual international guidelines (like those from the Aerospace Medical Association, WHO travel health etc.).

The interpretations feel balanced no overhyping risks or downplaying themand everything’s properly evidence based without any wild leaps. I didn’t find any major factual errors, inaccuracies, or misleading portion 
Solid from a scientific accuracy standpoint.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The references are relevant, adequate, and include recent high-quality guidelines, reviews, and cohort studies. Minor formatting and consistency checks are advised.
	

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

	The language is clear, professional, and appropriate for an international academic audience
	

	Optional/General comments

	There is a major inconsistency between the declared article type (“Original Research Article”) and the actual content. The manuscript does not present original data or methodology and should be reclassified as a Review Article, with corresponding alignment of the abstract and manuscript structure.
	






	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
No
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