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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 evidence on the prevalence and patterns of dyslipidemia among diabetic patients in a hospital-based population, contributing to a better understanding of metabolic and cardiovascular risk in diabetes. By highlighting the high burden of lipid abnormalities and their association with demographic factors, the study offers important insights for clinicians and public health professionals in improving screening and management strategies. Furthermore, the findings enrich the limited regional data on lipid disorders in diabetic populations, particularly in sub-Saharan Africa, and may serve as a basis for future research and policy development. Overall, this work strengthens the scientific knowledge on the interplay between diabetes and dyslipidemia and supports the need for integrated cardiovascular risk assessment in diabetic care.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I strongly recommend:

 “Prevalence and Patterns of Dyslipidemia among Diabetic Patients at Dalal Jamm National Hospital”

	

	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.


	Your abstract is good and clear, but it is not fully comprehensive by international journal standards. It can be significantly improved by adding a few key elements and refining some parts for clarity, precision, and scientific rigor.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and based on an appropriate study design. The research question is relevant, the methodology is generally suitable for the stated objectives, and the results are consistent with the data presented. The conclusions are logically derived from the findings and are in agreement with existing scientific knowledge on dyslipidemia in diabetic patients.

However, some aspects could be strengthened to improve scientific rigor. These include clearer description of the study design and inclusion criteria, more precise definitions of dyslipidemia and lipid abnormalities, and a more detailed explanation of statistical methods. Additionally, minor inconsistencies in data presentation and terminology should be addressed to enhance scientific clarity and reliability.

In summary, the manuscript is scientifically correct, but certain methodological and reporting elements could be improved to meet higher academic and publication standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally relevant to the topic and support the background and discussion of the study. However, they are relatively limited in number and some of them are outdated or not from high-impact scientific sources. Several references are also non-academic or secondary sources, which reduces the scientific strength of the manuscript. To improve the quality and credibility of the study, it would be beneficial to include more recent references, particularly from the last 5–10 years, and to prioritize peer-reviewed international journals. In particular, recent guidelines and large-scale studies on dyslipidemia and diabetes, as well as global and regional epidemiological data, should be incorporated.


	

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


	The overall language of the manuscript is understandable, and the main scientific ideas are clearly conveyed. However, the English quality is not fully suitable for scholarly communication in its current form. The text contains numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, inconsistent terminology, and occasional spelling mistakes that affect clarity and academic tone.

In addition, some sentences are overly long or poorly structured, and certain expressions are not consistent with standard scientific writing. Therefore, substantial language revision by a fluent English speaker or professional academic editor is strongly recommended to improve readability, precision, and overall presentation of the manuscript.

Despite these issues, the scientific content is comprehensible, and the manuscript has the potential to meet academic standards after careful linguistic and stylistic revision.
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