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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 work presents the synthesis and characterization of azo dye–based boronic acid sensors for sugar detection. It highlights their ability to interact selectively with sugars through boronic acid–diol binding. The study contributes to the development of simple and efficient sensing systems
with potential applications in biomedical and analytical fields.
	



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 = Good
Yes, the title is generally clear and appropriate for the study. It conveys the key elements, namely the synthesis, characterization, and the type of sensors involved.
However, it could be slightly refined to explicitly mention the application (sugar sensing), which would make it more informative and impactful.
	


Review Form (Research)
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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
Yes, the abstract is generally comprehensive. It clearly presents the synthesis of the compounds, the techniques used for characterization, and the evaluation of their sensing performance toward glucose and fructose. It also explains the
key results, including spectral changes, complex formation, and the proposed sensing mechanism.
	

	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
Yes, the keywords are generally appropriate and relevant to the study. They reflect the main components of the work, including the type of sensors (saccharide/sugar sensors), the chemical structure (diphenylazo dye), and the functional group involved (boronic acid).However, they could be slightly improved by making them more specific and searchable.
	

	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
Yes, the background information is generally sufficient and reasonably well organized. It introduces the importance of saccharide detection and the relevance of boronic acid–based sensors, providing an adequate foundation for the study. The connection between azo dyes and sensing applications is also appropriately highlighted.However, the section could be further strengthened by including more recent references and clearly identifying the existing limitations or gaps in current sugar-sensing systems.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory Objectives are understandable from the content
But they should be more clearly and explicitly stated for better clarity and scientific rigor
	

	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 = Good
The literature review is relevant to the topic and adequately covers key concepts related to boronic acid–based sugar sensors and azo dye systems. It provides a solid foundation for understanding the study. However, it could be improved by incorporating more recent references and highlighting current advances or limitations in the field to better emphasize the work.
	

	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
	4 = Good
the methodology could be further strengthened by including quantitative performance parameters such as detection limits, selectivity studies against other analytes, or real- sample analysis to enhance the practical relevance of the
results.
	

	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
	N/A (Not Applicable)
No ethical issues are involved in this study, as it is based on chemical synthesis and physicochemical characterization without the use of human subjects, animals, or sensitive data. Therefore, ethical approval is not required.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The results are presented clearly and logically, with appropriate use of spectroscopic and electrochemical data to support the conclusions. The figures and analyses (UV– Vis, fluorescence, cyclic voltammetry, etc.) effectively illustrate the sensing behavior and interaction with sugars. However, clarity could be further improved by providing more quantitative data (e.g., binding constants, detection limits) and ensuring that all figures and captions are fully detailed and easy to interpret.
	

	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
	4 = Good
The tables and figures are clear, relevant, and appropriate for illustrating the experimental results and supporting the discussion. They effectively present spectroscopic and electrochemical data, making it easier to understand the sensing behavior of the compounds.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript appropriately connects the observed results such as boronic acid–diol interactions, pH-dependent binding, and fluorescence enhancement to previously reported studies on boronic acid–based sugar sensors. This helps support the proposed sensing mechanism and validates the experimental observations.
However, the discussion could be further strengthened by providing more direct comparisons with recent literature, particularly in terms of detection limits, selectivity, and sensing performance, to better highlight the advantages of the present work.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
	Yes, the conclusions are supported by the data.
	



	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	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 = Satisfactory
the authors should clearly state limitations such as potential interference from other diol-containing compounds, lack of validation in real samples, and possible stability issues under varying conditions. A more detailed and explicit discussion would strengthen the overall quality of the
manuscript.
	

	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 = Good
the manuscript could be further improved by including more recent publications to better reflect the latest advances in the field and strengthen the positioning of the work within current research trends.
	

	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
	The content is scientifically coherent, and the main ideas are effectively communicated. However, some sentences could benefit from minor grammatical corrections and improved phrasing to enhance clarity and readability.
Careful proofreading and language polishing would further improve the overall quality of the manuscript.
	



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.
	NO. It could be slightly improved by explicitly specifying the intended application, such as sugar sensing, to make the title more informative and impactful.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO
	



PART 3

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

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript is well-structured and presents meaningful results with appropriate methodology. However, minor improvements are needed in terms of clarity of objectives, inclusion of recent literature, and discussion of limitations to further strengthen the work.
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