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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 (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 manuscript presents a original synthesis and analysis of existing knowledge.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "Good Clinical Practice in Clinical Trials: A Review" is suitable and clear. It accurately reflects the manuscript's content. For even greater descriptiveness, a slight modification could be considered: "Good Clinical Practice in Clinical Trials: A Review of Historical Evolution, Current Challenges, and Future Directions."
	

	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.


	The abstract is comprehensive and well-written. It effectively summarizes the scope, key points, and conclusions of the review. To enhance it further, I suggest explicitly mentioning the review's critical analysis of challenges (e.g., implementation in LMICs, digital trials) alongside the synthesis of guidelines.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound. The information presented is accurate, well-referenced, and aligns with established knowledge in the field of clinical research ethics and regulation. The historical account is precise, and the explanations of regulatory frameworks are correct. The manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound. The information presented is accurate, well-referenced, and aligns with established knowledge in the field of clinical research ethics and regulation. The historical account is precise, and the explanations of regulatory frameworks are correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive, highly relevant, and includes a excellent mix of foundational historical sources, key regulatory guidelines, and recent publications (up to 2022). It is sufficient. I have no additional references to suggest at this time.
	

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


	The language quality is very good and entirely suitable for scholarly communication. The prose is clear, formal, and academic. Minor copy-editing for minor typographical or grammatical nuances might be beneficial in the final production stage, but this does not detract from the overall high quality.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is an exceptional review article. Its major strength lies in its remarkable breadth and depth. Consider adding a table summarizing key historical milestones and/or a table comparing core elements of major regulatory agencies (FDA, EMA, CDSCO) to improve readability and quick reference.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No, there are no ethical issues in this manuscript. It is a review of literature and guidelines and does not involve any primary research with human or animal subjects.
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