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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	[bookmark: _Hlk170903434]
	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 is highly significant to the scientific community as it provides a comprehensive and timely synthesis of the rapidly evolving role of artificial intelligence in diabetes care. By integrating evidence across prevention, diagnosis, monitoring, and treatment, it offers a unified perspective on how AI is reshaping clinical practice and research in one of the world’s most burdensome chronic diseases. It effectively bridges multiple disciplines, including clinical medicine, data science, and health policy, making it a valuable resource for a broad audience ranging from clinicians to technology developers. The review not only highlights the demonstrated clinical effectiveness of AI-driven tools but also addresses critical ethical, regulatory, and implementation challenges that must be considered for safe and equitable adoption. In addition, it identifies emerging innovations such as federated learning, digital twins, and multi-omics integration, thereby guiding future research directions. Its emphasis on real-world applicability and scalability further strengthens its relevance, particularly in addressing global disparities in diabetes care. As such, the manuscript serves as both a foundational reference and a forward-looking framework for advancing research, clinical practice, and policy in AI-enabled healthcare.

	






PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	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
	Excellent
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	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
	Excellent
	

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	14. 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
	Excellent
	





PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	

	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
	

	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? 

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
	



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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This manuscript is well-structured and provides a comprehensive narrative review on the role of artificial intelligence in diabetes care, addressing a highly relevant and fast-evolving field. The title is clear and aligns well with the paper's scope, and the abstract effectively captures the key themes and findings. The background is strong and logically organized, and the literature review is both extensive and current, drawing from credible peer-reviewed sources with a clearly explained methodology. A key strength is the broad coverage of AI applications across diagnosis, monitoring, treatment, and complication management, along with useful insights into emerging areas like federated learning and digital twins. The discussion also appropriately highlights ethical, regulatory, and implementation challenges. While the review is thorough, a slightly deeper critical appraisal of some studies would strengthen the analysis. Overall, the conclusions are well supported, limitations are acknowledged, and the manuscript is clearly written, making it a valuable contribution suitable for publication with minor revisions.
I recommend a minor revision.

Comprehensive, well-written review with strong relevance and solid evidence base. Minor improvements in critical analysis would enhance depth. Thus, it is suitable for publication with minimal revisions.
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