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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.

	This manuscript addresses an important and timely issue in precision medicine—the inequitable implementation of pharmacogenomics (PGx) in rural and underserved settings. The topic is highly relevant given the expanding evidence base for PGx-guided therapy and the persistent gap in its real-world adoption. The authors appropriately highlight structural and system-level barriers that limit translation into practice. The proposed infrastructure-adaptive framework is conceptually valuable and offers a potentially scalable approach to bridging disparities in access to precision medicine. Overall, the manuscript contributes meaningfully to the discourse on implementation science and healthcare equity.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	



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.
	Yes. The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the manuscript content.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially
Suggested improvement:
The abstract is well-structured but would benefit from:
· Brief mention of the methodological approach (narrative synthesis) 
· A more explicit statement of novelty of the framework

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor concerns
The manuscript is conceptually sound and logically structured. However:
· It is a narrative review with a conceptual framework, and this should be more explicitly acknowledged. 
· The framework lacks empirical validation, which should be emphasized earlier.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but could be improved
Suggestions:
· Include more high-impact guideline-based references (e.g., CPIC primary guideline papers rather than summaries) 
· Add systematic reviews/meta-analyses on PGx implementation outcomes 
· Improve consistency in citation formatting (minor issues noted)

	

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

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

	No
	


[bookmark: _GoBack]
PART 3

	Reviewer’s comment (If any)


	
This is a well-written narrative review addressing an important gap in pharmacogenomics implementation. The proposed infrastructure-adaptive framework is conceptually strong and aligns well with principles of implementation science.
However, the manuscript has methodological limitations, particularly:
· Lack of systematic review methodology (no PRISMA-type structure) 
· Limited critical appraisal of included studies 
· Framework not supported by empirical validation or pilot data 
I recommend MAJOR REVISION before acceptance. Strengthening methodological transparency and providing clearer justification and potential validation pathways for the framework would significantly enhance the manuscript’s impact.
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