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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 is relevant to the scientific community because it advances understanding of biochemical and hormonal interactions underlying metabolic dysregulation in type 2 diabetes mellitus. By integrating thyroid hormone profiles with glycemic and lipid parameters, the study provides clinically grounded evidence of endocrine metabolic cross-talk that is central to disease progression and cardiovascular risk. The sex-stratified and correlation-based analyses further contribute to translational research by identifying biological patterns that may guide biomarker-driven screening strategies. These findings support future mechanistic studies and therapeutic research focused on integrated metabolic regulation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is suitable and accurately reflects the study objectives and design.
	

	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.


	I have reviewed  the abstract and consider it comprehensive. No major additions or deletions were necessary; however, minor stylistic refinements could be implemented to improve clarity and formatting.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, with an appropriate study design, clearly defined inclusion and exclusion criteria, standardized biochemical measurements, and suitable statistical analyses aligned with the study objectives. The results are consistently presented across tables and figures, and the interpretations are supported by the data. 
Although at first glance it may appear unusual to compare fasting glucose and HbA1c levels between diabetic and non-diabetic groups, these comparisons are appropriate because they serve to characterize and validate the study populations rather than to represent novel study outcomes. Such parameters provide essential metabolic context for interpreting differences in thyroid function and strengthen the internal consistency of the analysis.

The discussion is balanced, integrates relevant literature, and explicitly acknowledges key methodological limitations. Overall, the scientific approach and reporting are appropriate and methodologically sound.
	

	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 adequate and relevant to the study objectives, covering both classical and recent literature on thyroid dysfunction in type 2 diabetes mellitus. However, several citations are relatively dated, and the inclusion of more recent international guidelines and large-scale studies would strengthen the scientific currency of the manuscript.

I recommend adding up-to-date position statements or reviews from major endocrine societies (such as the American Diabetes Association and the European Thyroid Association), as well as recent systematic reviews or meta-analyses published within the last 3-5 years addressing thyroid dysfunction in patients with type 2 diabetes. Incorporating such references would enhance the contextualization of the findings and align the manuscript more closely with current clinical and biochemical research trends.


	

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


	The overall language and English quality of the manuscript are acceptable for scholarly communication, and the scientific content is generally clear and understandable. However, minor grammatical errors, punctuation issues, and occasional formatting inconsistencies are present throughout the text. Light editorial revision or professional language polishing would further improve clarity and readability, particularly in the abstract and Methods sections.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-designed and clearly presented study addressing an important endocrine–metabolic interaction in type 2 diabetes mellitus. The manuscript benefits from a defined study population, appropriate statistical analyses, and a coherent discussion that places the findings within current literature while acknowledging key limitations. The inclusion of sex-stratified analyses and correlation data adds scientific value and translational relevance.

Minor improvements in language polishing and formatting would further enhance clarity, and the inclusion of more recent guideline-based references could strengthen the contextual framework. Overall, the work represents a meaningful contribution to biochemical and clinical research on thyroid–glucose interactions and is suitable for publication after minor revision.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No major ethical issues are identified in the manuscript. The authors state that the study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki, that written informed consent was obtained from all participants, and that confidentiality was maintained. The inclusion and exclusion criteria are appropriate, and no interventions beyond routine biochemical testing were performed. Overall, the ethical considerations appear adequately addressed.
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