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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.
	Diabetes complications and inflammatory processes are growing topics in the medical field, and there is increasing interest in using natural products for their management. This is especially clear in the area of flavonoids, since several products are now available in the market and are advertised for their antioxidant and anti-inflammatory effects.

This study is important because it focuses on a gap in knowledge related to naringenin, naringenin-7-O-glucoside, and their β-cyclodextrin complexes, which are used to improve their solubility. This approach has been used in other pharmaceutical products. The study introduces an interesting approach by linking the literature survey with the available experimental data and patent information. By doing this, the paper creates useful baseline information that can be valuable for future research and for the pharmaceutical industry, especially in the development of natural-product-based formulations with improved therapeutic potential


	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	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
	4  (the title stated specifically cardiomyopathy, whereas the aim mentioned cardiometabolic disorder and mentioned pulmonary inflammation)
	

	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 (need to include pulmonary inflammation as the study discussed this in the results and discussion); also, the abstract mainly focused on importance with only 2 lines for result and conclusion, should focuses more on result and conclusion
	

	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
	

	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 (the introduction should explain more clearly why pulmonary inflammation is included if the title emphasizes diabetic cardiomyopathy
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	In the abstract, it once mentioned cardiomyopathy,  then stated cardiometabolic disorder ( should state clearly if the study discussed pulmonary disorder then should be included
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (author mentioned 10-year frame, but references in 2002 and 2015 were included)!
	

	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
	3 (inconsistencies in the number of patents included
(The systematic search resulted in the inclusion of 31 scientific articles and 12 patents, whereas in abstract it stated 5 patents!!
	

	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
	4, need more deep analysis of studies rather than description, need to compare results and doses on clinical base
	

	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
	5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	4 (The authors should add a clear limitations paragraph. For example, they should mention that most of the included evidence is from in vitro and animal studies, not clinical studies
	

	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
	3 (AMIRKHANI, R. et al. duplicated, and some references are old and out of the authors rage in time frame stated
	

	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
	5
	


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.
	Naringenin and β-Cyclodextrin Complexes Thereof:  A Review and Technological Survey of Applications in Inflammation and Diabetic Cardiometabolic Disorders


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Add few words to describe the cardiometabolic disorder instead of only cardiomyopathy to match the title, also  add in the conclusion the limitation of the study as it did not include clinical studies
	

	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.
	Need to remove duplicates and the older references out of the author's time frame
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	no
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