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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 the important overlap between type 2 diabetes and heart failure, highlighting real-world clinician perspectives on SGLT2 inhibitor use. It offers insight into current treatment practices and helps bridge the gap between clinical evidence and everyday care. These findings can inform future research and support more effective, integrated patient management.

	


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

The title is clear and reflects the study’s focus, though it could be more concise and less repetitive.
	

	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

The abstract covers the key components (objective, methods, results, conclusion), though it is somewhat descriptive and could be more concise and focused.
	

	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

The keywords are relevant to the study topic, though they could be expanded or refined to improve indexing and discoverability.
	

	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

The background is clear and well-structured, providing adequate context, though it could be strengthened by including more recent, high-impact references.
	

	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

The research objective is clearly stated, though explicit hypotheses are not defined.
	

	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

The literature is relevant but not consistently up to date, with limited inclusion of recent high-impact studies.
	

	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 = Satisfactory

The cross-sectional survey design is appropriate for assessing clinician perspectives, but limitations such as convenience sampling and lack of analytical depth reduce its robustness.
	

	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 = Good

Ethical approval and informed consent are reported, though additional details on data confidentiality and handling would strengthen this section.
	

	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 clearly presented, though largely descriptive without deeper statistical exploration.
	

	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

Tables and figures are clear and relevant, though they mainly present descriptive data and add limited analytical value.
	

	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= Good

The discussion adequately relates findings to existing literature, though it tends to be descriptive and could include more critical analysis.
	

	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

The conclusions are generally aligned with the data, but they are somewhat overstated given the descriptive, perception-based nature of the study.
	

	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
	4 = Good

Key limitations are acknowledged, though they could be discussed more critically and in greater depth.
	

	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

The references are generally relevant, but some are outdated and there is limited inclusion of recent high-impact studies
	

	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 = Good

The manuscript is written in clear and understandable language, though minor editing could improve conciseness and flow.
	


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, though it could be slightly shortened to improve clarity and readability.
	

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

	YES
The abstract is comprehensive, though it could be made more concise by reducing repetitive details and focusing on key findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, with appropriate methodology for assessing clinician perspectives. However, its descriptive nature, lack of inferential analysis, and potential response bias limit the strength of the conclusions. Strengthening analytical depth and moderating interpretations would improve scientific robustness.
	

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

	 NO

While the references are generally relevant, several are outdated. The manuscript would benefit from including more recent, high-impact studies, particularly the latest clinical trials and guideline updates on   SGLT2 inhibitors and heart failure, to strengthen its scientific relevance.
	

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

	NO

No major ethical issues are identified, as the study reports ethical approval and informed consent from participants.
	


PART 3

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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript addresses a relevant and timely topic, and the sample size is adequate for a survey-based study. However, it is important to note that the findings are based solely on clinician perceptions and descriptive analysis, which limits the strength of the conclusions. There is also a noticeable emphasis on dapagliflozin, which may introduce potential bias. I would recommend acceptance after moderate revision, with particular attention to strengthening the discussion, updating references, and moderating the conclusions to reflect the study design better.
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