Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Research and Reports in Endocrinology 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJRRE_149912

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Diabetic Cardiomyopathy: Pathophysiology, Diagnosis, and Therapeutic Strategies: A Mini Review

	Type of the Article
	Mini-Review


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
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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 paper provides an overview of DCM, which represents a significant cause of HFC in DM patients and reviews its pathophysiology, diagnosis and treatment challenges, as well as the new treatment strategies for the management of DCM.

Additionally, the authors provide information on the benefits of cardioprotective therapies available to treat DCM, including SGLT2 inhibitors and GLP-1 receptor agonists, as these therapies were identified as being the standard of care for managing DCM following the publication of landmark cardioprotective trials.

Moreover, this manuscript provides an educational reference for both clinicians and academic researchers by presenting the evidence case for an early diagnosis of DCM and for the implementation of a multifaceted approach to prevent progression to the development of overt HFC.

It continues to support the importance of recognising DCM as a distinct condition for the identification of patients who would benefit from additional intervention beyond glycaemic control.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, the title is not suitable.

It is too generic and does not reflect the current focus of the field in 2025.


	

	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.


	No, the abstract is not comprehensive and needs major revision.

The emphasized prevalence of ‘19 to 26%’ is too general in nature, as there is currently reliable, precise data showing ~30-40% of patients with type 2 diabetes mellitus will develop subclinical left ventricular dysfunction according to imaging. 

The pathophysiological list of presented causes is limited in scope and lacks key current concepts such as impaired myocardial energy production, dysfunctional titin, and inflammation of epicardial fat pads.

The Diagnosis section focuses primarily on three biomarkers: HbA1c, NT-proBNP, and Troponin levels. In addition to these three, the evaluation of global longitudinal strain of the left ventricle is the most sensitive early indication for diagnosing cardiac dysfunction, and therefore should be highlighted in the discussion of how to make early diagnosis of cardiac dysfunction. 

The section on therapy is acceptable; however, the information presented is outdated and has not included that SGLT2 inhibitors are now considered first-line treatment for disease-modifying cardiomyopathy regardless of diabetes status (due retrograde evidence) and new medications . 

The not clear phrase “Novel therapies targeting…” is simply not specific enough to warrant discussion. Please add a separate statement to indicate the recent transition from defining the disease solely as an exclusionary entity to the current definition of diabetic myocardial disease predominantly treated with glycemic control but also by other longitudinal modifications. 

The abstract must also be restructured for accuracy, clarity, and coherence with updated knowledge. It cannot exceed 250 words.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is largely correct.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, the references are not sufficient and recent.


	

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


	No, the language/English quality is not suitable for scholarly communication.
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