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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 more important to the scientific community as there is significant increase of Type 2 diabetes patients. Type 2 Diabetes is a major public health problem and is frequently associated with vascular complication due to increase of morbidity and mortality. It is caused by insulin resistance or relative deficiency. Diabetic retinopathy is one of the dangerous complications of Diabetes Mellitus and also is a leading cause of acquired blindness in adults. Magnesium deficiency is a potentially modifiable risk factor, suggesting that supplementation or dietary intervention could be integrated into diabetes care to reduce DR progression. This study provides localized data from Tanzania, contributing to a more global understanding of DR risk factors in under represented populations. The use of standardized DR staging, optical coherence tomography (OCT), and adjusted multivariable analysis enhances the reliability and validity of the findings. The sample size (n=201) and clear statistical methodologies lend credibility to the conclusions. The study identifies low serum magnesium as a significant predictor of DR severity (AOR = 2.25, p = 0.031). Regular Screening for low serum magnesium can help identify patients at higher risk for progression to advanced diabetic complications. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, appropriate
	

	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.


	1. Objective of the research is not mentioned in the abstract which is important.

2. The author did not mention the gist of the analysis of the manuscript.

 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, but there are few minor areas are to be clarified 
1. In Results section of the Abstract DR distribution is stated as 10% had no DR, 53.3% had non-proliferative DR (NPDR), and 36.7% had proliferative DR (PDR) but in results and discussion figure 1 it is shown as  “A total of 66.7% of participant had diabetic retinopathy, with 37.8% presenting with non proliferative diabetic retinopathy (NPDR) and 28.9% with proliferative diabetic retinopathy (PDR), while 33.3% had no diabetic retinopathy (NDR)” This discrepancy must be resolved. 

2. Hypomagnesemia was defined as serum magnesium <0.65 mmol/L, the cutoff (<0.65 mmol/L) is clearly stated, but a brief justification or reference to local/normal ranges would strengthen the method.

3. Missing Study Design in Abstract: The Aims section says: "Study design: Mention the design of the study here." This placeholder text must be replaced with "Analytical cross-sectional study." And also the objective of the study has not mentioned
4. Minor Typographical Errors

· Example: In Results, “52.7% had diabetes for over 5 years>” should be “>5 years.”

· Some reference formatting inconsistencies (e.g., "Dika et al., n.d 2023").

5. Table & Figure Referencing

· Figure 1 is described but not shown in the text (expected in full manuscript).

· Ensure all tables and figures are numbered and referenced correctly.

6. Causal Language: The study design is cross-sectional, so causality cannot be inferred. The manuscript correctly uses “association” language, but in the Recommendations, it suggests magnesium supplementation may slow progression. This should be tempered with “may be beneficial” or “should be investigated in trials.”

7. Recommendations for Revision

· Correct the DR distribution percentages in the Abstract or Results.

· Fill in the missing study design in the Abstract.

· Clarify the classification thresholds (e.g., why 0.65 mmol/L for magnesium?).

· Add a limitations section by acknowledging:

· Cross-sectional design.

· Potential unmeasured confounders (e.g., diet, medication use).

· Consider adding a strength of association interpretation (e.g., AOR = 2.25 means more than twice the odds of severe DR).

The author didn’t mention how the samples were collected and the reasons for taking more females patients as samples (55.7%) where as the sample of male patients are less than 50%.

The another lacuna in the sampling the author has not mentioned clearly about the samples and the age of males and females and children also. In statistics it is mandatory that the samples will represents entire population of the subject matter; otherwise results obtained may not represent the true facts. Hence, the author should elaborate on this point.

The author did not mention the actual how many patients were taken into consideration to reach the total participants of 201; if so there are any inclusions and exclusions criteria and the reasons for inclusion and exclusion. In a sense the author would have taken more than 201 patients and by applying the principle inclusion and exclusion criteria in accordance with the objectives of the research which is important because sample size and the samples should represent the total population on the subject matter otherwise the results will be inconclusive. Hence, the author is expected to give reasons for inclusion and exclusion criteria. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Ensure all references are formatted consistently (e.g., journal names in italics, DOI links).
	

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


	Fairly good
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The author did not mention the objective of the research work which is important
2. The author should bifurcate paragraph into discussions and analysis and results separately. 

3. The author did not mention the future study of this research work.

4. In page no. 6 of the research article under results and discussions, the author mentioned figure 1 but in the entire manuscript no figures are identified (perhaps not included). This is a major lapse because based on the figures he has discussed important aspects and this should be rectified and corrected before publication.

5. In Results section of the Abstract DR distribution is stated as 10% had no DR, 53.3% had non-proliferative DR (NPDR), and 36.7% had proliferative DR (PDR) but in results and discussion figure 1 it is shown as  “A total of 66.7% of participant had diabetic retinopathy, with 37.8% presenting with non proliferative diabetic retinopathy (NPDR) and 28.9% with proliferative diabetic retinopathy (PDR), while 33.3% had no diabetic retinopathy (NDR)” This discrepancy must be resolved
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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