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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 addresses an important and policy-relevant public health issue by examining spatial heterogeneity in hypertension using NFHS-5 data with a focus on India’s North-Eastern Region. The topic is timely because district-level epidemiological evidence is essential for targeted NCD control strategies, especially in geographically diverse regions. The integration of spatial epidemiology concepts with national survey data provides potential value for researchers, program planners, and policymakers. If methodological transparency is strengthened, the manuscript could contribute meaningfully to the literature on subnational cardiovascular risk distribution and health system equity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally appropriate and reflects the content but my suggested title is:
“Spatial Distribution and Determinants of Hypertension in India’s North-Eastern Region: Evidence from NFHS-5 and a Systematic Evidence Synthesis”
	

	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 well structured and clearly states objectives, scope, and policy relevance. However:

Suggested additions:

· Mention number of studies included in the review.

· Specify databases searched.

· Indicate methodological framework used for synthesis.

Suggested deletion/modification:

· Reduce conceptual language (“unprecedented opportunity,” “high-value setting”) and include concrete methodological indicators.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically grounded and conceptually strong. The interpretation of spatial epidemiology principles is accurate, and citations are relevant. However, methodological reporting is insufficient for a review article. Specifically:

· The literature selection section does not report
· total records identified

· duplicates removed

· screened articles

· excluded articles

· final included studies

· No PRISMA-style flow diagram or equivalent description is provided.

This omission limits reproducibility and weakens methodological rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. References are current (many 2023–2025 citations) and appropriate. The inclusion of national surveys, spatial statistics classics, and recent cascade analyses is commendable.

Minor suggestions:

· Add at least one systematic review on spatial NCD epidemiology globally.

· Consider including WHO or Global Burden of Disease spatial estimates for contextual grounding.


	

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


	Yes. The language is academically appropriate, coherent, and precise. Minor edits could improve readability:

· Some sentences are overly long and conceptually dense.

· Reduce repetition of interpretive qualifiers (e.g., “interpretive implication,” “spatially,” “district-level”).


	

	Optional/General comments


	Strengths:

· Conceptually rich discussion of spatial epidemiology.

· Strong policy relevance.

· Excellent synthesis of detection vs true prevalence distinction.

· Good integration of cascade perspective.

Major limitation:

· Methods section lacks transparency and reproducibility indicators.

· Absence of study selection figure is a significant methodological gap for a review paper.

Recommendation:
→ Add PRISMA flow diagram and explicit counts of search results and included studies.

The manuscript is conceptually strong, policy-relevant, and scientifically grounded, but methodological reporting is incomplete. The absence of a study selection flow description and quantitative search results significantly limits transparency. Once these issues are addressed, the manuscript has strong potential for publication.
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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)
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