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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 review article addresses a highly relevant and timely public health issue: the rising burden of metabolic diseases in Low and MiddleIncome Countries (LMICs) and its association with dietary shifts. By contrasting the detrimental effects of red meat consumption with the protective benefits of the Mediterranean diet, the manuscript provides a valuable framework for policymakers. Its focus on LMICs fills a critical gap, as most existing literature originates from highincome nations. The mechanistic insights offered (TMAO, gut microbiota, epigenetics) further strengthen its scientific contribution.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is largely suitable and accurately reflects the core theme. However, it is slightly lengthy. A more concise version could be: Red Meat Consumption and Metabolic Diseases in LMICs: Risks, Mechanisms, and the Mediterranean Diet as a Solution. This maintains the key elements while improving flow.
	

	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 wellstructured and covers the background, objective, main findings, and conclusion. It effectively summarizes the review. I would suggest adding a brief mention of the mechanisms (e.g., TMAO, gut microbiota) in the main findings section to give readers a glimpse of the depth of the review. Also, the phrase policy implications for LMICs is mentioned but could be slightly expanded to specify the type of policies (e.g., dietary guidelines, food subsidies).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the scientific content is sound and the arguments are logically constructed. The authors have done a commendable job synthesizing a large body of evidence. However, there is one area that requires attention:
 The Methods section (page 3) states that a systematic search was conducted, but the description is too brief for a review article. While Table 1 provides the search strategy for PubMed, it is unclear if this strategy was adapted for other databases (Scopus, Google Scholar). Furthermore, the review would be strengthened by explicitly stating the inclusion/exclusion criteria (e.g., study design, population characteristics) and mentioning if any quality assessment of the included studies was performed. This is a standard expectation for a comprehensive narrative review aiming for high impact.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the reference list is extensive and includes many recent publications (20202025), which is excellent for a review of this nature. The authors have successfully captured the contemporary literature. I have a couple of minor observations:
 There is a slight overreliance on a few specific sources for multiple points. Diversifying the citations where possible would strengthen the manuscript.
 I would suggest including a few key, highlycited older papers that established the foundational links between red meat and metabolic diseases (e.g., early work on heme iron or saturated fat), to provide historical context. For instance, seminal work by Pan et al. (2011) on red meat and mortality, or crosssectional studies from the INTERHEART study (Yusuf et al., 2004) on diet and CVD, could be considered for the introduction.
	

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


	The language is generally fluent and the scientific terminology is used correctly. The manuscript is easily understandable. I did, however, notice a few minor grammatical hiccups and stylistic inconsistencies that could be polished:

 Page 5, Section 4.1: In LMICs, dietary patterns rich in processed red meat may contribute to higher TMAO levels, exacerbating CVD risks in populations with limited healthcare access. The phrase exacerbating CVD risks is fine, but the link between limited healthcare access and TMAO levels is a bit of a conceptual leap in this sentence. Consider rephrasing for clarity.
 In Table 4, the column Sustainability & Accessibility has a dash that is not properly formatted. Please ensure all special characters are rendered correctly.
 Some sentences are quite long and could be broken down for better readability. For example, the first sentence of the conclusion is a bit of a runon.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The tables (especially Tables 2, 3, and 4) are a major strength of this manuscript, providing clear, ataglance comparisons that are very useful for the reader. The section on Challenges and Opportunities for Dietary Transition in LMICs is pragmatic and adds significant value, moving beyond mere description to practical considerations. The Future Research Directions are wellthoughtout and comprehensive. The article is a solid piece of work.
This is a wellwritten, timely, and highly relevant review article. Its focus on LMICs is a significant strength. The scientific content is accurate, the arguments are logical, and the use of comparative tables is excellent. The main area for improvement is the "Methods" section, which needs more detail to meet the highest standards of a rigorous review. Addressing the minor language issues and adding a couple of foundational references would further enhance the manuscript. 
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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 details)
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