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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 study provides crucial Real-World Evidence by capturing the perspectives of over 1,800 clinicians in India, one of the world's largest diabetic populations. It highlights a significant clinical shift toward organ-protective triple therapies and FDCs, offering essential insights into how global guidelines are translated into routine practice. Such data is vital for international stakeholders to understand and optimize treatment adherence and affordability in diverse healthcare settings."
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

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

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

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

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

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

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	15. 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.
	Answer: NO
 Lack of Methodology: The title does not specify the study design (e.g., "A Cross-Sectional Survey"), which is a standard requirement in academic publishing to distinguish it from clinical trials.
Over-emphasized Drug Names: The title focuses heavily on specific drug names rather than the broader clinical perspective or the "Expert Opinion" aspect which the study claims to represent.
 Geographical Context: While India is mentioned, the phrasing could be more academic to reflect a nationwide or regional "Expert Perspective."
Suggested Improvement:
"Clinicians’ Perspectives on Fixed-Dose Combinations and Triple Therapy in Type 2 Diabetes Management: A Cross-Sectional Survey in India"


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

Reasons for Improvement:
Methodological Gaps: It lacks details on sampling techniques, inclusion criteria, and the study timeframe.
Statistical Deficiencies: It presents only percentages without raw numbers (n) or significance levels (p-values).
Bias: The tone is overly promotional for specific drugs rather than being a balanced scientific summary of survey findings.

Suggested Improvement:
The abstract should be revised to include:
1. Methods: Define the participant selection process and study duration.
2. Results: Report both frequencies (n) and percentages (%) for all key findings.
3. Objectivity: Briefly mention any reported clinical challenges or limitations to ensure a balanced perspective

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

Reasons for Improvement:
Methodological Errors: There is a major chronological contradiction (invitations sent in March, study started in June), which undermines data integrity.
Sampling Bias: Using "Convenience Sampling" (easily accessible participants) prevents the findings from being generalized to all clinicians in India.
Lack of Validation: The study does not provide evidence that the "ZUCALINA" questionnaire was pre-tested or validated for scientific reliability.
Weak Statistical Analysis: The results rely only on percentages without using inferential statistics (p-values or correlations) to prove the significance of the findings.
Suggested Improvement:
1. Correct the Timeline: Align the dates of ethical approval and data collection.
2. Validate the Tool: Describe the pilot study used to test the questionnaire.
3. Enhance Analysis: Include sample sizes (n) and perform statistical tests to compare different groups (e.g., specialists vs. GPs).

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

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

Reasons for Improvement:
Chronological Errors: There are impossible "future" dates in the citations (e.g., August 2025), which damages the study's credibility.
Lack of Comparative Research: The list focuses on drug trials but lacks similar survey-based studies (KAP studies) to compare with the current findings.
Selection Bias: The references are one-sided, focusing only on the benefits of the drugs and ignoring literature on costs, side effects, or clinical challenges.
Formatting Inconsistency: There are visible discrepancies in the citation style and journal abbreviations.

Suggested Improvement:
1. Fix Metadata: Correct all "cited on" dates to reflect the actual search period (2023–2024).
2. Broaden the Scope: Add 3–5 references to other physician surveys on diabetes to strengthen the Discussion.
3. Ensure Balance: Cite at least two studies discussing the economic burden or safety concerns of SGLT2i/DPP4i combinations.
4. Standardize Style: Use a consistent format (e.g., Vancouver) throughout the entire list.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	 Answer: YES

Ethical Issues:
Data Integrity: Major timeline contradiction (invitations sent in March, study started in June).
Conflict of Interest: Potential commercial bias linked to the "ZUCALINA" tool without financial disclosure.
Lack of Transparency: No mention of participant incentives or specific IRB protocol numbers.
Data Privacy: No details on how the confidentiality of the 1,817 clinicians was protected.
Suggested Improvement:
1. Fix Timeline: Align IRB approval and data collection dates.
2. Full Disclosure: Clarify any pharmaceutical funding or tool ownership.
3. Privacy Details: Explain the data anonymization process.

	





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Summary: The study provides interesting data on physician preferences for Triple Therapy FDCs in India with a large sample (N=1,817). However, the manuscript requires Major Revision due to significant flaws in data integrity, methodology, and ethical transparency.Key Points for Revision:1. Chronological Inconsistency: Correct the timeline error (invitations sent in March, study started in June). This undermines the study's integrity.2. Methodological Rigor: Acknowledge the limitations of "Convenience Sampling" and provide evidence of the validation of the "ZUCALINA" questionnaire.3. Statistical Depth: Move beyond percentages. Include sample sizes (n), p-values, and inferential statistics to compare different clinician groups.4. Ethical Transparency: Provide a specific IRB Protocol Number and a clear Conflict of Interest (COI) statement regarding the survey tool and any industry funding.5. Balanced Discussion: Include literature discussing side effects, costs, and clinical challenges of FDCs to ensure a neutral scientific perspective.6. Technical Editing: Fix "future" citation dates (e.g., 2025) and standardize the reference format.Recommendation:Major Revision. The manuscript needs a rigorous overhaul of its methodology and ethical disclosures before it can be considered for publication.
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