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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 an important and clinically relevant topic in the management of Type 2 Diabetes Mellitus (T2DM), particularly within the Indian healthcare context. Understanding clinicians’ perspectives on fixed-dose combinations (FDCs) and triple therapy provides valuable real-world insights into prescribing patterns, treatment preferences, and perceived organ-protective benefits. Given the rising burden of diabetes in India, studies capturing large-scale physician opinions can contribute meaningfully to healthcare policy discussions and therapeutic optimization strategies. The large sample size enhances the potential generalizability of findings, although methodological clarifications would strengthen its scientific impact.
	





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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	





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.
	The title clearly reflects the scope, population, and therapeutic focus of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract adequately summarizes objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions. However, it may benefit from briefly mentioning the sampling method and study limitations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY
While the study design and descriptive analysis are acceptable for a perception-based survey, the manuscript would benefit from:
· Clear description of questionnaire validation process 
· Information on response rate calculation 
· Clarification of potential sponsorship or commercial influence (given specific drug focus) 
· Inclusion of inferential statistical analysis where applicable 

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
Most references are relevant and include recent publications. However, inclusion of updated ADA/EASD 2023–2024 consensus statements would strengthen the discussion.

	

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

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

	NO
Ethics committee approval and informed consent are mentioned. However, registration details (approval number) may be included for transparency.

	





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	MAJOR COMMENTS
Questionnaire Validation:
The manuscript does not clearly state whether the 22-item questionnaire was validated, pilot-tested, or assessed for reliability. This is important for survey-based research. 
Sampling Bias:
Convenience sampling was used, which may introduce selection bias. This limitation should be more explicitly discussed. 
Commercial Focus Concern:
There is strong emphasis on specific drug combinations (linagliptin + dapagliflozin). The authors should clarify whether the study had any industry funding or sponsorship to avoid perceived promotional bias. 
Statistical Analysis:
Only descriptive statistics were used. Including subgroup analyses (e.g., by region, years of experience, specialty) would add scientific depth. 
Figures and Tables:
Figures are referenced but not adequately described in the text. Clear labeling and better integration into results narrative are recommended.
MINOR COMMENTS

Standardize formatting of section headings (e.g., “materials and methods” capitalization). 
Correct minor grammatical inconsistencies. 
Remove repetition in Discussion section regarding FDC benefits. 
Provide more structured limitation subsection. 
Ensure consistency in percentage formatting (e.g., 72% vs 72.32%).


The manuscript presents useful real-world perception data with a large sample size. However, the strong emphasis on one specific branded combination may raise concerns of potential commercial influence. I recommend requesting clarification regarding funding sources and questionnaire.
The manuscript has good potential and addresses a relevant clinical topic. However, methodological clarifications and strengthening of scientific rigor are necessary before acceptance.
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