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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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 highlights the underexplored benefits of PULRT in individuals with Type 2 Diabetes Mellitus, addressing a key gap in diabetes exercise research. The findings demonstrate that targeted upper-limb training significantly improves glycaemic control, strength, and functional capacity, offering a practical, non-pharmacological addition to standard diabetic care and physiotherapy protocols.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the scope, methodology, and primary outcomes of the study.
	

	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 well-structured. It effectively outlines the aim, methodology, results, and conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound, with a clear research question, appropriate randomized controlled trial design, and valid statistical analysis. The selection of outcome measures such as HbA1c, 1RM, 6MWT is evidence-based, and the results support the conclusions. The methodology is sufficiently detailed to ensure reproducibility, and ethical standards have been properly followed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript effectively includes authoritative guidelines from IDF 2021 and ADA 2023, enhancing clinical relevance. Foundational studies like Holten et al. and Kraemer et al. support physiological rationale, and the recent meta-analysis by Cai et al. 2022 adds strength to the evidence on HbA1c improvement.

However, some references (e.g. Rikli & Jones 1999 and Kraemer, 2002) are outdated. Adding recent studies 2020–2024 would improve relevance. Also, Colberg et al. 2010 could be consolidated with newer guidelines already cited to avoid redundancy.
	

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


	Yes, the manuscript is written in clear, professional, and grammatically correct English. The tone is appropriate for scientific publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Consider elaborating slightly on future implications of the findings in the conclusion e.g., integration into clinical guidelines or long-term adherence studies.
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