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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 investigates autoimmune and metabolic markers in children under five years of age with type 1 diabetes mellitus, a population that is relatively underrepresented in many regional studies. The combined assessment of diabetes-related autoantibodies and metabolic parameters provides clinically relevant insight into disease pathogenesis and severity at early ages. The inclusion of data from Iraqi children adds regional value and contributes to the global understanding of early-onset T1DM. Overall, the study addresses a relevant topic with potential implications for early diagnosis and disease management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the content, study design, and target population. No modification is required.
	

	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 well-structured and covers the main components of the study, including background, objectives, methods, results, and conclusions. However, minor improvements are recommended. 

1. The authors should specify the study location and period. 

2. Including key numerical results (such as autoantibody positivity rates) would strengthen the abstract.

3. Clarification regarding the qualitative nature of ketone body assessment is also suggested.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically reasonable and based on an appropriate case-control design. The laboratory methods used are standard and suitable for the objectives of the study. However, several important issues should be addressed:

1. It is unclear whether the patients were newly diagnosed or had an established diagnosis, which may affect autoantibody and C-peptide levels.

2. Ketone body assessment was qualitative, which limits interpretability and should be acknowledged as a limitation.

3. The manuscript does not specify whether assumptions of normal data distribution were assessed prior to applying parametric statistical tests. The authors are advised to report tests of normality to justify the use of these analyses or to apply appropriate non-parametric alternatives where necessary.

4. There is considerable repetition between the Results and Discussion sections, with several findings being restated in detail rather than interpreted. The Results section should be limited to objective presentation of data, while the Discussion should focus on interpretation, comparison with previous studies, and clinical or scientific implications. Streamlining these sections would improve clarity, readability, and the overall scientific flow of the manuscript.

With appropriate revisions, the manuscript would be scientifically stronger and clearer.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally appropriate and includes both foundational and recent literature relevant to type 1 diabetes mellitus. The inclusion of current clinical guidelines is particularly valuable. However, the authors are encouraged to incorporate more recent systematic reviews or meta-analyses published within the last two years to better reflect the current state of knowledge in this rapidly evolving field. In addition, minor inconsistencies in reference formatting should be corrected to ensure uniformity and adherence to the journal’s referencing style.

Some recent papers worth mentioning are as follows:

1. Felton JL, Redondo MJ, Oram RA, Speake C, Long SA, Onengut-Gumuscu S, Rich SS, Monaco GS, Harris-Kawano A, Perez D, Saeed Z. Islet autoantibodies as precision diagnostic tools to characterize heterogeneity in type 1 diabetes: a systematic review. Communications medicine. 2024 Apr 6;4(1):66.

2. Cherubini V, Chiarelli F. Autoantibody test for type 1 diabetes in children: are there reasons to implement a screening program in the general population? A statement endorsed by the Italian Society for Paediatric Endocrinology and Diabetes (SIEDP-ISPED) and the Italian Society of Paediatrics (SIP). Italian Journal of Pediatrics. 2023 Jul 19;49(1):87.
	

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


	The manuscript demonstrates moderate English proficiency, but extensive language editing is required. Common issues include:

1. Grammatical errors

2. Typographical mistakes (e.g., “patent” instead of “patient” in figure captions)

3. Repetitive sentence structures

4. Missing spaces and punctuation errors

5. Inconsistent capitalization

Professional English language editing is strongly recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The manuscript would benefit from a limitations subsection.
2. Discussion should focus more on clinical implications, not repetition of results.
3. The authors should clearly state whether insulin therapy prior to sampling may have influenced IAA levels.
4. Improve figure captions to be more descriptive and self-explanatory.
The manuscript addresses an important topic and has solid data, but significant revisions are required in ethics reporting, methodology clarification, language quality, and structural consistency.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

Yes, potential ethical issues exist.

Although informed consent is mentioned, there is no statement of ethical committee approval. The manuscript must include: (1) Name of ethics committee, (2) Approval number, (3) Date of approval.

This omission must be corrected before acceptance.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are apparent. However, a formal declaration of competing interests is missing and should be added.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No direct evidence of plagiarism was detected based on content structure and citation practices.
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	I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.
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