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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 paper offers a grounded, real-world look at how Indian clinicians are actually using SGLT2 inhibitors, especially dapagliflozin, for patients who have both diabetes and heart failure. Instead of just repeating what clinical trials have shown, it gets into the nitty-gritty of daily practice how often doctors are adding these drugs, which combinations they trust, and what kind of blood pressure or HbA1c drops they’re actually seeing. The fact that most respondents favored fixed-dose combinations like dapagliflozin with linagliptin or sitagliptin, even in tricky cases like elderly patients or those with kidney issues, says a lot about where the field is heading. For anyone trying to understand how evidence translates into action especially in a high-burden, resource-conscious setting like India, these findings are genuinely useful.
	




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
	Based on the content of the manuscript, I would rate the title as:

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
	Based on the manuscript provided, I would rate the abstract as:

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
	Based on the manuscript provided, I would rate the keywords as:

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
	Based on the manuscript provided, I would rate the background (Introduction) as:

4 = Good

	

	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
	Based on the manuscript provided, I would rate the clarity of the research objectives as:

3 = Satisfactory

	

	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
	Based on the manuscript provided, I would rate the literature review (primarily in the Introduction and Discussion sections) as:

4 = Good

	

	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
	Based on the manuscript provided, I would rate the research methodology as:

4 = Good

	

	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
	Based on the manuscript provided, I would rate how ethical issues were addressed as:

5 = Excellent 
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Based on the manuscript provided, I would rate the presentation of results as:

5 = Excellent

	

	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


	Based on the manuscript provided, I would rate the tables and figures as:

4 = Good

	

	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
	Based on the manuscript provided, I would rate the discussion as:

5 = Excellent

	

	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
	Based on the manuscript provided, I would rate the conclusions as:

5 = Excellent

	

	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
	Based on the manuscript provided, I would rate the discussion of limitations as:

4 = Good

	

	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
	Based on the manuscript provided, I would rate the references as:

4 = Good

	

	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
	Based on the manuscript provided, I would rate the clarity and understandability of the language as:

4 = Good

	




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.

	A better title will be

A cross-sectional survey of Indian clinicians on the use of SGLT2 inhibitors, particularly dapagliflozin and its fixed-dose combinations, for managing type 2 diabetes with comorbid heart failure (the DELIGHT study)
	

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

	Based on my detailed review of the abstract provided in the manuscript, my answer is:

NO, the abstract is not fully comprehensive.
While the abstract is well-structured and includes key numerical findings, it is missing a few critical elements that would make it truly comprehensive for readers (especially those who may only read the abstract).

My observations:
1.Missing sample size in the Results section 
>Add "Among 366 clinicians"

2.Missing study design and location in the Objective
>Add "This cross-sectional survey was conducted across India"

3.No mention of the study acronym (DELIGHT) 
>Mention "DELIGHT" is in methods, but can be optionally added to title/keywords

4.Methods are too vague
>Add "no inferential testing was performed"
 
5.No limitations statement 

6.Missing geographic keyword
>add "India" to keywords



	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Based on my detailed review of the entire manuscript, my answer is:
YES, the manuscript is scientifically correct.

However, "scientifically correct" does not mean "perfect." It means the science is sound, the conclusions follow from the data, the methods are appropriate for the research question, and there are no major factual errors or misinterpretations. This manuscript meets that standard.

	

	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 not insufficient or entirely outdated, they fall short of being sufficient and recent for an "Excellent" standard, which is why the answer is NO.

Add recent missing landmark trials and guidelines.

	

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

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

	NO

There are no ethical issues in this manuscript. In fact, the authors have addressed ethical requirements more thoroughly than many similar survey-based studies.
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