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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.


	This manuscript addresses an increasingly relevant topic, as the search for simple, low-cost markers that can assist in the assessment of glycaemic control remains important for many healthcare settings, particularly in resource-limited regions. By exploring the triglyceride-glucose (TyG) index within a large, real-world population, the study adds regional data to a growing body of literature on metabolic risk indicators. The work highlights the potential role of TyG as a supportive marker that may complement, though not replace, established measures such as HbA1c. Overall, the study contributes to ongoing discussions about practical tools that could enhance diabetes monitoring and early risk identification.


	

	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.


	The abstract is generally clear, but it should clarify how the TyG index was calculated, avoid suggesting it can replace HbA1c, and include basic performance measures such as a cut-off with sensitivity and specificity. A brief comparison with fasting glucose would also improve completeness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript addresses an important topic, but it is not scientifically fully correct in its current form due to issues in the TyG index calculation, overly strong conclusions, and several methodological inconsistencies that require clarification and revision.

	

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

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


	Yes, the language quality is sufficient.
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	Dear Authors, after critical review of the manuscript, I noticed that the TyG index calculation appears to include a unit error and should be rechecked. In individuals with a high TyG index, HbA1c will naturally be high as well, so comparing the ROC curve against fasting blood glucose (FBG) would be more appropriate. A clear cut-off with sensitivity and specificity should also be provided. Concluding that the TyG index can replace HbA1c based only on correlation is too strong. The age range of 12–106 years is clinically inconsistent and requires justification. The claim that TyG can substitute HbA1c is misleading, as TyG reflects short-term triglyceride and glucose levels and cannot guide long-term treatment targets. The definition of the “amputee” category should be clarified. The discussion should be reframed toward the idea that TyG may serve as a supportive marker rather than a replacement for HbA1c. 

First of all Iwould like to thank you for this opportunity, after critically reviewing the manuscript, I believe several key issues warrant major revision. The TyG index appears to have a unit-related calculation error, the wide age range (12–106 years) is clinically difficult to justify, and the conclusion that TyG could replace HbA1c is overstated based solely on correlation. Important analytical details—such as ROC comparison with fasting glucose, cut-off values, and clarification of the “amputee” category—are also missing. A substantial revision is needed before the manuscript can be considered further.
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