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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 discusses an increasingly important global public health issue, namely dementia and the broader social determinants that shape its prevalence and burden in England. The article is valuable because it attempts to move beyond purely biomedical explanations by integrating social, economic, environmental, technological, and policy dimensions into one comprehensive review. Such an approach is important for the scientific community because dementia prevention and management require multi-sectoral policy responses rather than isolated clinical interventions.

The manuscript also contributes to the discourse on health inequalities, deprivation, ageing, and health system responsiveness, particularly in developed countries facing demographic transition. The effort to connect dementia-related determinants with existing policy frameworks in England provides useful insights for policymakers, public health professionals, and researchers working in preventive health and ageing policy.

However, despite its broad coverage, the manuscript still requires substantial strengthening in methodological rigor, critical synthesis, and analytical depth. The review currently tends to be descriptive rather than critically analytical. The absence of a clearly defined review methodology weakens the scientific robustness of the paper. Therefore, while the topic is highly relevant and timely, major revisions are required before the manuscript can be considered suitable for publication.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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

	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	




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 generally clear, relevant, and aligned with the content of the manuscript. However, the title may become more academically precise if the authors specify that this is a narrative or policy-oriented review. For example: “A Narrative Review on Policy Responses to Social Determinants of Health Related to Dementia in England.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but minor improvements are recommended.

The abstract adequately summarizes the background, aim, and major findings of the review. However, it lacks a concise explanation regarding the review methodology. The authors should briefly indicate how the literature was identified, selected, and analyzed. Including the methodological approach would improve transparency and strengthen the scientific credibility of the review.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY YES.

The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and supported by a broad range of references from peer-reviewed and institutional sources. The categorization of social determinants into social, economic, biological, technological, and environmental dimensions is logically structured and provides a holistic understanding of dementia-related risks.

However, several important methodological and analytical issues need attention:

1. The review methodology is insufficiently described. The manuscript does not clearly explain:
· database sources;
· search strategy;
· inclusion and exclusion criteria;
· time limitation of studies;
· screening process;
· quality assessment procedure.
2. The paper tends to summarize studies descriptively rather than critically synthesizing them. In many sections, the manuscript reads like a compilation of evidence instead of a critical review article.

3. The relationship between policies and actual implementation outcomes is not critically evaluated. The manuscript frequently lists policies but does not sufficiently assess their effectiveness, implementation barriers, governance limitations, or measurable impacts.

4. There is limited discussion regarding contradictions, policy failures, institutional fragmentation, or unintended consequences of dementia-related policies in England.

5. The recommendation section is broad and ambitious, but several recommendations are not sufficiently operationalized or prioritized.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES.

The manuscript includes a substantial number of references from peer-reviewed journals, government reports, WHO publications, NHS reports, and institutional documents. The inclusion of recent references from 2024 and 2025 strengthens the timeliness of the review.

However, several improvements are suggested:

1. More high-impact contemporary systematic reviews and meta-analyses on dementia policy and social determinants could be integrated.
2. Some government reports and institutional websites are heavily relied upon. While acceptable for policy discussions, stronger balance with empirical academic literature would improve scholarly depth.
3. The authors may consider adding comparative international policy literature to position England’s dementia strategy within a broader global perspective.
	

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

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

	NO.

No major ethical issues were identified because the manuscript is a literature-based review and does not involve human participants, patient intervention, or primary data collection.
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