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PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.

	The aim of this work is to discuss the therapeutic use of biophotonic therapy as a complementary treatment in Type 2 Diabetes Mellitus by using hematological parameters. The observed correlation of biophotonic treatment with the reduced levels of HbA1c concentrations might represent a new finding, which has considerable relevance for improving glycemic status as well as for preventing diabetic complications. In addition, the role of HbA1c in oxygen release and promotion of hypoxia and a proposed process for photo-dissociation of oxygen from Oxyhemoglobin with desirable consequences are discussed as possible one factor that can be addressed therapeutically by biophotonic/diabetic research. This study provides a promising non-pharmacologic method which needs further exploration.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title is Suitable,
It is appropriate and precise using words that contain the main subject matter of the chapter.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	We agree that the Abstract is full and structured in a manner that the title/topic, general mechanisms of UV/light exposure, specific results (e.g., HbA1c reduction), and overall combined therapeutic potential are explicitly expressed.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, as presented in the text, the manuscript is scientifically sound. It provides the accepted concepts of photobiology, dermal conversion of Vitamin D by sunlight 8, and the light absorption properties of Hemoglobin9 and effects of known glycated haemoglobin (HbA1c) on its oxygen release to produce tissue hypoxia10. The debate of how distinct UV bands (UVA, UVB, UVC) can have different effects on skin and the dose dependency of the response to fill low doses of UV radiation being beneficial or harmful is also described correctly.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	If relevant many classical works are cited in the reference list, though overall high-quality recent work (especially from post-2018) is insufficient. Some of the citations are from low impact/non-indexed journals.
Please consider the following:
Include Prospective clinical studies, Systematic reviews and Mechanistic papers on red/NIR photobiomodulation.
Include modern references on diabetes associated oxidative stress, HbA1c pathophysiology and microvascular oxygenation.
Raising of the reference base is a necessary condition for exposure of foreign publications.

	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	
The language as a whole is clear although it should be edited by professionals. 
The issues are:
Long, complex sentences.
Redundant phrasing.
Occasional ambiguity or informal tone.
A complete English language edit is required in order to reach the publication standard.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
This is an interesting and fast evolving topic, but the chapter needs a lot of work to get it publishable. The work would be strengthened through the following considerations. The chapter would benefit if the author mentioned that this is a narrative review and if s/he could arrange the content in a better manner to avoid repeatition. The debate would be better served by a fairer interpretation of the evidence available, and not one where more is claimed than current data can support. It is moreover essential to include newer and higher quality evidence in the review. Lastly, the clarity and academic form of writing will have to make the manuscript more readable and scientifically sound.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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