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	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 provides valuable insights into the role of serum chemerin as a potential biomarker for cardiometabolic risk in patients with type 2 diabetes mellitus. By exploring its correlation with established cardiovascular risk factors such as triglycerides, Apo B100, and waist–hip ratio, the study adds to the growing evidence linking adipokines with metabolic and inflammatory pathways. The findings are particularly important for populations where data on chemerin is scarce, thereby contributing to global scientific knowledge and offering potential for early risk prediction and intervention. Ultimately, this work may help guide future research on novel therapeutic targets and risk stratification strategies in diabetes care.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title “Serum Chemerin and its Relationship with Cardiometabolic Risk Factors among Type 2 Diabetes Mellitus Patients” is suitable because it is clear, specific, and reflects the study’s content.
	

	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 generally comprehensive: it includes background, objectives, methodology, key results, and conclusion. However, it is a bit long and descriptive in parts. For journal standards, an abstract should be concise and highlight only the essential findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The study is well-structured, with clear objectives, appropriate methodology (cross-sectional design, defined inclusion/exclusion criteria, standardized assays), and valid statistical analysis. The results are consistent with the stated objectives, and the discussion compares findings with relevant published literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and relevant, covering both classic and recent studies. Most are from 2016–2023, which keeps the manuscript up to date. However, a few are somewhat older (e.g., 1999, 2002, 2007), though they are acceptable since they are landmark studies.
	

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


	Yes, the language of the article is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is written in formal academic English, and the meaning is clear throughout.
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