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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.

	1)The topic is clinically relevant because SGLT2 inhibitors are presented not merely as glucose-lowering drugs but as broader cardiorenal therapies.
2)The abstract clearly signals the different levels of evidence: established cardiovascular/renal benefit versus less mature neuroprotective evidence.
3)The cardiovascular and renal sections use major landmark trials such as EMPA-REG OUTCOME, CANVAS, DECLARE-TIMI 58, DAPA-HF, EMPEROR-Reduced, EMPEROR-Preserved, DELIVER, CREDENCE, DAPA-CKD, and EMPA-KIDNEY.
4)The neurological discussion is appropriately cautious. The manuscript contrasts observational signals suggesting lower dementia/Alzheimer disease risk with randomized evidence that has not demonstrated a statistically significant reduction in dementia or cognitive impairment.

	




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
	4  
	

	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
	

	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
	

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

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

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

	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
	2
	

	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

	4
	

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

	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
	

	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
	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
	4
	




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.
	The paper does cover cardiovascular, renal, and neurological themes, but the neurological applications are explicitly described as emerging/investigational.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	it contains the major mechanisms, established cardiorenal outcomes, emerging neurological evidence, and the key caution that causality is not established.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is internally cautious about neurological claims, but the reviewer should independently verify important quantitative and recent claims.

Presence or absence of a literature-search methodology section.
Citation attached to the EMPA-KIDNEY statement about the chronic eGFR slope.
Citation attached to the approximate 16% AKI-risk reduction statement.
Consistency between Table 4 and the narrative regarding observational versus randomized dementia evidence.
Spelling of 'Estabished' in the Clinical Positioning heading.
Consistency of 'Alzheimer's disease' / 'Alzheimer disease' terminology.
Whether all recent 2024-2025 references are accurately formatted and support the statements attributed to them.
Whether the cardiorenal sections need more critical comparison rather than mainly trial-by-trial description.
Whether the Limitations section should acknowledge the review's own search/selection limitations.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The paper contains landmark trials plus recent 2024-2025 material. However, without a documented search strategy, completeness cannot be determined from the manuscript alone.

	

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

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

	The manuscript states that it is based exclusively on previously published literature and therefore lists ethical approval as not applicable
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