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	PART  1: Comments


	
	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 is a well-written paper that presents a rare case of Duchenne Muscular Dystrophy in an adult. Since the condition usually appears earlier in life, this case draws attention to delays in diagnosis, especially in settings with limited access to genetic testing. The manuscript also provides a good summary of recent advances in diagnosis and management. Overall, it combines clinical relevance with a broad review that can help both clinicians and researchers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes
	

	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.

	Yes, the abstract gives a good overview. A brief mention of the adult age at diagnosis would help emphasize how unusual this case is.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the content is accurate and based on current guidelines. It would be helpful if the authors added a short note on how the literature was selected for the review part.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are up to date and well chosen. They support the key points in the article.
	

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

	Yes, the language is clear and professional. Some sections, especially the conclusion, could be shortened to improve flow.
	

	Optional/General comments

	- It would be better to clearly state whether patient consent or ethical approval was obtained or waived.
- Adding a short comparison of care differences between high-income and low-income countries would add depth.
- A simple summary table of available and upcoming therapies might be useful for readers

The paper is informative and well-structured. A few small clarifications would strengthen it further.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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