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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 provides valuable insight into the link between cardiac complications and systemic lupus erythematosus (SLE), highlighting how immunosuppressive therapy influences cardiovascular risk. It contributes to better understanding of disease progression, patient monitoring, and management strategies. The findings are significant for guiding future research and improving clinical outcomes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title "The frequency and structure of heart damage in systemic lupus erythematous" is informative but could be made clearer and more scientifically precise.
Suggested title:

Frequency and Patterns of Cardiac Involvement in Systemic Lupus Erythematosus
	

	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 presents a relevant study but needs improvement in structure and clarity. Abbreviations like NT_proBNP should be defined, and the content should follow a standard format (Background, Aim, Methods, Results, Conclusion). The abstract lacks a conclusion and should not include references. The keyword list is too long and should be shortened. Additionally, grammar and language should be revised for clarity and professionalism.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The revised Introduction is missing key elements from the earlier version, including important background on cardiac involvement in SLE and its clinical relevance. It also lacks a clear statement of the study's significance, rationale, and the gap it aims to fill. As a result, the objectives feel disconnected. A revision is needed to restore this context and highlight why the study matters.
Introduction:

The introduction is too brief and lacks essential background information.

There is no mention of the significance of the study or the rationale behind it.

The aim and research questions are not clearly stated.

Table 1:

Table 1 should be placed under the "Operational Definitions" section, or alternatively moved to the appendix at the end of the paper.

Materials and Methods:

This section is incomplete and lacks key methodological details.

The author did not specify the type of research, sampling method, study setting, or time frame.

There is no inclusion criteria mentioned.

The rationale for including participants aged 16 to 63 years is not explained on exclusion criteria.
Results and Discussion:

The results lack depth and are not well integrated with existing literature.
The discussion does not critically interpret the findings or highlight their implications.

Recommendations and Limitations:

There is no section discussing the limitations of the study.
The author did not provide any recommendations based on the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are insufficient and outdate. The author should include more recent, high-quality sources from the last 5 years to improve the study’s credibility and relevance.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The paper needs thorough proofreading and professional editing to improve clarity, grammar, and academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper lacks essential components, including a clear introduction, defined research aim and questions, detailed methodology, and comprehensive discussion. Key sections such as limitations and recommendations are missing, and the references are outdated and insufficient. Additionally, the language and formatting require significant revision to meet academic standards.
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