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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 addresses a clinically relevant intersection between hypertension severity and lipid abnormalities—an area that continues to shape cardiovascular risk-stratification strategies in low- and middle-income countries. In regions where early screening and risk clustering are often suboptimal, such data can guide physicians toward earlier intervention and integrated management approaches. The use of ESH 2023 classifications provides contemporary relevance, improving the applicability of the findings to current clinical practice. Overall, the study contributes useful descriptive evidence that may support regional policy and preventive cardiology programs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is broadly appropriate, but it may benefit from greater specificity regarding design and population.
Suggested alternative (optional):
“Lipid Profile Variations Across ESH-2023 Stages of Hypertension: A Retrospective Study from a Tertiary Care Centre.”
	

	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 clear and follows a logical structure. However, adding the exact sample distribution across Groups A, B, and C would improve clarity. The methodology section could be phrased more concisely, and the conclusion may be strengthened by highlighting clinical implications (e.g., the need for integrated lipid–BP screening). No major deletions required, but minor tightening of language is recommended.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and presents the data in a straightforward, interpretable manner. The statistical methods used appear appropriate for group comparisons, although the manuscript would benefit from explicitly stating the statistical tests employed (e.g., ANOVA, post-hoc analysis). Potential confounding factors—such as BMI, waist circumference, diet, or smoking—are not addressed, which limits depth of interpretation. Still, the core findings align with existing literature and are biologically plausible.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes several classical and regionally relevant studies. However, the manuscript would be strengthened by adding more recent post-2015 evidence, particularly large cohort or meta-analytic data on hypertension–dyslipidemia clustering. The addition of 2–3 contemporary guidelines or reviews would modernize the discussion.
	

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


	The language is generally understandable, but several sections need grammatical corrections , spacing issues, and abrupt sentence transitions. The manuscript would benefit from moderate language polishing to enhance flow and readability—especially the Methods and Discussion sections. However, the scientific meaning remains clear.
	

	Optional/General comments


	- Tables and figures are useful but would benefit from clearer axis labels and uniform formatting.

-  The Methods section should specify whether fasting samples were taken and whether the same laboratory methodology was used throughout.

-  Consider briefly discussing implications for early cardiovascular prevention strategies.

-  Units should be standardized (e.g., mg/dL spacing, formatting).
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