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	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.


	The study looks into liver enzyme changes in HIV-positive patients who are on ART in Nigeria. It’s a useful piece of research because we still don’t have enough region-specific data on long-term effects of ART. While the topic has been studied before, this adds some local context, and the gender-based and ART-duration-based comparisons make it a bit more interesting.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable. It reflects what the paper is about, though it’s a little long. Something a bit shorter and sharper could help, but it’s not a big issue.
	

	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 okay, but I think it could be more succinct. It repeats itself in places and doesn’t always focus on the most important numbers. For example – the use of ‘modest decrease’ or ‘significant reductions’ are vague and do not mention accurate/objective numbers. It is also not clear about whether the control population or the case population had the higher liver enzymes. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	For the most part, yes. The authors followed proper methods, and they explained things clearly. That said, there are a few inconsistencies in the results—for example, some differences in enzyme levels seem large but the p-values are not significant, which is a bit odd. Also, they mention cardiac markers in the intro and methods but don’t talk about them much after. For eg, they collected CK-MB and LDH data but never reported on it – this type of data omission seemed inconsistent and should be explained. Another point—they don’t include CD4 counts or viral loads, which feels like a missed opportunity when talking about immune status.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are decent. Most are recent and relevant.
	

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


	The writing definitely needs editing. There are quite a few grammar errors, awkward wordings, and long sentences that could be split up. It’s readable, but a proper proofreading would help a lot.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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)


	


Reviewer details:

Tanmay Gandhi, Thomas Jefferson University Hospital, USA

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

