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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 narrative review provides a comprehensive overview of non-alcoholic fatty liver disease (NAFLD), focusing on its pathophysiology, diagnosis, current management strategies, and future directions as well as the changing terminology within the discipline that complicates the comparison of scientific data gathered over the decades. 
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	3
	

	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
	2 (the abstract seems too long)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	3
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	3-4
	

	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
	3
	


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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	It may be too long. As an example the sentence Literature was identified through live searches of major open scholarly sources, citation chaining and verification of relevant practice guidance and regulatory information may be deleted. Not all points addressed in the abstract need to be kept.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

In all, this is an interesting review.

1.) The introduction should be include a general paragraph on the non-alcoholic fatty liver disease (NAFLD) in general. The introduction discusses the evolution of terminology used to describe issues related to Fatty Liver Disease, something that is partly repeated in subchapter 3.

2.) The text is well written. However, an overuse of semi-colons and colons leads to overlong sentences. These should replaced with full-stops, so that sentences are shortened considerably (this goes mainly for the first part): and reported very high between-study heterogeneity; Younossi et al. (2023), is such an example.

3.) As to the description of the Methods for Literature Selection, under the category 2.4. Eligibility Criteria: it would be good to give numbers for a typical subset of literature (as an example): Keyword used; Number of literature “hits” obtained; Number of references used; Number of references rejected because of xx reasons.

4.) In a number of references, apparently the number of electronic pages is given. For instance, e5 (for VilarGomez et al.), e12 (for Taylor et al.), etc. These should be deleted. 

5.) In the references, some review articles are missing. They could be cited in the methodology section or within the section 1.1 Scope, Research Gap and Objectives, where it should be made clear how the current review article differs from the previous (then cited) ones.

6.) While the keywords used are acceptable, it may be that these can be augmented with keywords that highlight the novelty of this review better.

7.) Some of the medications are small molecules, such as pioglitazone and resmetirom. Especially for medicinal chemists, it would be advantageous to depict their chemical structure in an additional figure.


	

	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
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