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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.


	This manuscript is important to the scientific community because it synthesizes current evidence on the critical role of health literacy in preventing and managing non-communicable diseases (NCDs), which remain a leading cause of global morbidity and mortality. By highlighting how improved health literacy can empower individuals, enhance preventive behaviors, and support effective self-management, the paper contributes valuable insights to ongoing public health efforts. Its focus on vulnerable populations, particularly in low- and middle-income countries, strengthens understanding of health disparities and informs targeted interventions. Overall, the manuscript provides relevant guidance for researchers, policymakers, and healthcare practitioners working to reduce the burden of NCDs worldwide.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title does not sound scientific with the term ‘in anticipation’. I will suggest “The Role of Health Literacy in the Prevention and Management of Non-Communicable Diseases: A Narrative Review” or “Health Literacy in the Prevention of Non-Communicable Diseases: A Narrative Review”
	

	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 identifies the manuscript’s general focus on health literacy and non-communicable diseases (NCDs), but it is not yet comprehensive or well-structured. Important elements typically required in a narrative review abstract, such as a clear background, aim, methods, key findings, and conclusion are missing. It also lacks a summary of major themes from the reviewed literature and does not indicate the scope of the review, such as the number of studies consulted, geographical coverage, or populations addressed.

The abstract should briefly highlight key themes, including barriers to health literacy, effectiveness of interventions, and the role of policy and community-based approaches. Adding one or two specific findings would make it more informative, and the conclusion should clearly emphasize the need for strengthened Health Literacy interventions, policy support, and digital tools. It should also state that the study is a “narrative review” and include minimal details about the search strategy. To improve clarity, repetitive statements about the general importance of NCDs should be removed, as well as unclear phrases such as “combating with” or “an attempt for role of health literacy.” Keeping the abstract concise, structured, and evidence-based will greatly enhance its scientific quality.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript addresses an important topic and presents several scientifically valid ideas, but several statements lack strong evidence, and some statistics appear inconsistent or inaccurately reported, requiring careful verification. The methodology section is brief and does not meet the standards for a narrative review, as it provides no details on the search strategy, inclusion and exclusion criteria, screening process, study selection, or methods for data extraction and synthesis. Key definitions, explanations, and epidemiological data also need correction and alignment with established scientific literature.

Additionally, the manuscript mixes factual information with broad generalizations, making it difficult to distinguish evidence-based findings from descriptive commentary. The conclusion does not offer a clear take-home message; it should highlight the practical implications for healthcare providers, policymakers, and patients. Although the central concept is sound, the manuscript requires substantial revision to improve scientific accuracy, ensure consistency, and support all claims with credible and properly referenced sources


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally recent (2022–2025) and relevant, with adequate WHO and country,specific citations. However, the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of recent global systematic reviews on health literacy interventions such as Sørensen K, et al. (2021–2023); Nutbeam & Lloyd (2021–2023), updated evidence on digital health literacy, and epidemiological updates from GBD 2023. Some older references like  Safeer et al.. 2006 should be replaced or supplemented with more current sources unless they represent seminal work.
	

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


	There are numerous typos and grammatical errors throughout the paper, which detract from the overall quality and professionalism. Careful proofreading is required and professional language editing is strongly recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents meaningful insights and has the potential to be impactful. With considerable revision,particularly in language use, coherence, and analytical depth,its clarity and overall contribution to the field can be significantly improved.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical issues were identified. As the manuscript is a narrative review relying entirely on secondary sources, formal ethics approval is not required. The authors may optionally add a brief statement indicating that no human subjects were involved.
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