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useful (strength) and limitation of the review must have to be mentioned. 12. All other

(small/linguistic) changes suggested as comment box in the manuscript must be

checked and revise the article accordingly.



4

PEER-REVIEW REPORT

Name of journal:World Journal of Diabetes

Manuscript NO: 83517

Title: TIGHT JUNCTIONS DISRUPTION AND THE PATHOGENESIS OF THE

CHRONIC COMPLICATIONS OF DIABETES MELLITUS: A SYSTEMATIC REVIEW

Provenance and peer review: Invited Manuscript; Externally peer reviewed

Peer-review model: Single blind

Reviewer’s code: 04726030
Position: Peer Reviewer
Academic degree: PhD

Professional title: Academic Editor, Academic Fellow, Academic Research, Lecturer,

Research Fellow, Senior Postdoctoral Fellow

Reviewer’s Country/Territory: Nigeria

Author’s Country/Territory:Mexico

Manuscript submission date: 2023-01-28

Reviewer chosen by: Yu-Lu Chen

Reviewer accepted review: 2023-02-19 14:25

Reviewer performed review: 2023-03-02 09:01

Review time: 10 Days and 18 Hours

Scientific quality

[ ] Grade A: Excellent [ Y] Grade B: Very good [ ] Grade C:

Good

[ ] Grade D: Fair [ ] Grade E: Do not publish

Novelty of this manuscript
[ ] Grade A: Excellent [ Y] Grade B: Good [ ] Grade C: Fair

[ ] Grade D: No novelty



5

Creativity or innovation of

this manuscript

[ ] Grade A: Excellent [ Y] Grade B: Good [ ] Grade C: Fair

[ ] Grade D: No creativity or innovation

Scientific significance of the

conclusion in this manuscript

[ Y] Grade A: Excellent [ ] Grade B: Good [ ] Grade C: Fair

[ ] Grade D: No scientific significance

Language quality

[ ] Grade A: Priority publishing [ Y] Grade B: Minor language

polishing [ ] Grade C: A great deal of language polishing [ ]

Grade D: Rejection

Conclusion
[ ] Accept (High priority) [ Y] Accept (General priority)

[ ] Minor revision [ ] Major revision [ ] Rejection

Re-review [ ] Yes [ Y] No

Peer-reviewer statements
Peer-Review: [ Y] Anonymous [ ] Onymous

Conflicts-of-Interest: [ ] Yes [ Y] No

SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
First I appreciate the authors for summarizing the recent findings of TJ disruption and

increase in paracellular permeability at different organ barriers that are associated with

diabetic complications. I suggest that immediately after the background, a methodology
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PubMed and Google Scholar databases to identifies articles about TJs and diabetes". Also
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lessons to be taken from their present review so as to clearly point out the paper’s

scientific significance and relevance to clinical practice sufficiently. Use of graphic

illustrations/figures by authors are also encouraged to further highlight the clinical
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logically. Please further improve the language structure and quality of the entire

manuscript.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
1. This is not a pure systematic review. This is narrative or educational review. Because

authors have not followed the SALSA or PSALSAR method to evaluate all published

manuscripts related to the topic. The matter of the article didn't contain the assessment

and evaluation of the articles specifically published on 'tight junction' for their biases

and others. The matter of this article are in the favor of narrative review. 2. Figures

and tables are not found at anywhere. They are neither available on the website nor in

the revised manuscript.


	PEER-REVIEW REPORT
	Name of journal: World Journal of Diabetes
	PEER-REVIEW REPORT
	Name of journal: World Journal of Diabetes
	RE-REVIEW REPORT OF REVISED MANUSCRIPT
	Name of journal: World Journal of Diabetes

