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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 increasingly debated topic in hypertension management, namely the role of chronotherapy in optimizing blood pressure control and cardiovascular outcomes. By synthesizing evidence from randomized controlled trials and incorporating subgroup analyses between Asian and non-Asian populations, the study contributes valuable insights into potential population-specific responses to antihypertensive dosing time. The findings highlighting modest but consistent improvements in nocturnal and 24-hour blood pressure provide meaningful implications for personalized treatment strategies. Overall, this work adds to the evolving body of evidence supporting circadian-based interventions and underscores the need for further high-quality trials to clarify their impact on hard cardiovascular endpoints
	






































PART  2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)


	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 (Good)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 (Good)
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 (Good)
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
5 (Excellent)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 (Good)
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
5 (Excellent)
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

3 (Satisfactory)
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

3 (Satisfactory)
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

4 (Good)
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 (Good)
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
5 (Excellent)
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	

5 (Excellent)
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	

3 (Satisfactory)
	









PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.

The title is suitable as it clearly reflects the study design, population comparison, and key outcomes. However, it could be slightly streamlined for better readability.

Suggested improvement:
“Chronotherapy in Hypertension: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis of Antihypertensive Dosing Time in Asian and Non-Asian Populations”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.

While the abstract covers the main components (background, objective, methods, results, and conclusion), it lacks sufficient methodological detail and quantitative clarity.

Suggested improvement:
Include the number of included studies and total sample size, specify key statistical results (e.g., pooled effect sizes with confidence intervals), and briefly mention heterogeneity to enhance transparency and completeness.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, with minor concerns.

The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and based on appropriate methodology, including the use of randomized controlled trials and meta-analytic techniques. However, some interpretations particularly regarding subgroup differences (Asian vs. non-Asian populations) and the clinical significance of modest blood pressure reductions should be presented more cautiously.

Suggested improvement:
Clarify that subgroup findings are exploratory and not statistically definitive, and avoid overstating clinical implications where effect sizes are small or non-significant.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.

The references are sufficient and include recent, high-quality studies, such as major randomized controlled trials and meta-analyses up to 2024–2025. They adequately support the study’s rationale and discussion.
	



	[bookmark: _Hlk171333471]Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
You are hereby suggested to include following recent references to improve the quality of the manuscript.




Bowles, N. P., Thosar, S. S., Herzig, M. X., & Shea, S. A. (2018). Chronotherapy for hypertension. Current hypertension reports, 20(11), 97.

Portaluppi, F., & Smolensky, M. H. (2010). Perspectives on the chronotherapy of hypertension based on the results of the MAPEC study. Chronobiology international, 27(8), 1652-1667.










	










	

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript addresses a clinically important and timely topic, and the inclusion of both Asian and non-Asian populations provides added value to the existing literature. The methodology is generally appropriate, and the integration of ambulatory blood pressure parameters with clinical outcomes strengthens the relevance of the findings. However, several areas require improvement to enhance the scientific rigor and clarity of the paper. The literature search strategy should be described in greater detail to ensure reproducibility, including full search strings and justification of database selection. The critical appraisal of included studies remains largely descriptive and would benefit from deeper analysis of methodological heterogeneity and its impact on pooled estimates. Additionally, the manuscript would be strengthened by improving language clarity, reducing redundancy, and presenting subgroup findings more cautiously, particularly where statistical significance is not achieved. Addressing these points will improve the overall quality and reliability of the manuscript.


The manuscript has a solid scientific basis and addresses a relevant clinical question; however, improvements are needed in methodological transparency, depth of critical analysis, and language clarity before it is suitable for publication.

	







PART  3: 
	

	
	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 details)

	






Reviewer details:

[bookmark: _GoBack]Putra Agina Widyaswara Suwaryo, Universitas Muhammadiyah Gombong, Indonesia


Page 3 of 4
V240326


