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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 is important for the scientific community as it provides valuable insights into the lipid profile of a specific population (university executive staff) and its association with cardiovascular risk factors like age, BMI, and blood pressure. It highlights the prevalence of dyslipidemia in this group, which is often overlooked due to their perceived healthy status. The findings emphasize the need for regular health checks and lifestyle modifications in this population to prevent cardiovascular diseases. Additionally, the study contributes to the growing body of literature on the impact of occupational stress and sedentary lifestyles on lipid metabolism.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable and accurately reflects the content of the article. It is clear, concise, and informative.
	

	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 comprehensive and provides a good overview of the study's objectives, methodology, results, and conclusions. It effectively summarizes the key findings and their implications. No significant additions or deletions are suggested.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically correct. The methodology is well-described, and the statistical analysis is appropriate. The results are presented clearly and are supported by the data. However, a more detailed discussion of the limitations of the study (e.g., cross-sectional design, potential confounding factors) would strengthen the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and recent, covering a range of relevant studies. However, including more recent references (e.g., within the last 2-3 years) would further enhance the manuscript's currency.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is well-written and easy to understand. However, minor grammatical and stylistic improvements could be made to enhance clarity and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Strengths: The study focuses on a specific and relevant population (university executive staff). The methodology is well-described and appropriate. The results are clearly presented and discussed. The study highlights the importance of regular health checks and lifestyle modifications in this population.
 Limitations: The study is cross-sectional, limiting the ability to establish causality. Potential confounding factors (e.g., dietary habits, physical activity levels) are not fully addressed.The sample size could be larger to increase the generalizability of the findings.
Suggestions:Consider conducting a longitudinal study to examine the long-term effects of dyslipidemia on cardiovascular risk in this population.Include a more detailed assessment of potential confounding factors.Discuss the implications of the findings for public health interventions and workplace wellness programs.
 The discussion section could be strengthened by comparing and contrasting the findings with other relevant studies in more detail.
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	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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