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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.


	The manuscript investigates the relationship between abnormal lipid profiles and diabetic macular edema (DME) among patients with type 2 diabetes mellitus. This topic is clinically significant because DME is one of the leading causes of vision impairment in diabetic patients worldwide. Identifying metabolic risk factors such as abnormal lipid levels may support early detection and better management of retinal complications. However, despite the clinical relevance of the topic, the manuscript requires substantial improvement in methodology description, statistical analysis, and discussion before it can be considered suitable for publication.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title reflects the content of the study and clearly identifies the population and clinical focus. However, the title is relatively lengthy and may be simplified for better clarity and readability.

Suggested title:
"Lipid Profile Abnormalities as Predictors of Diabetic Macular Edema in Patients with Type 2 Diabetes Mellitus: A Cross-Sectional Study"


	

	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 provides a general overview of the study; however, it lacks sufficient methodological and statistical details. The authors should clearly mention the sample size, statistical tests used, and key numerical findings in the results section. Additionally, the conclusion should more clearly highlight the clinical significance of the findings. Revising the abstract to include these details will improve clarity and scientific impact.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design appears appropriate for exploring the association between lipid profiles and diabetic macular edema. However, several important methodological aspects require clarification:

• The sampling procedure and inclusion/exclusion criteria are not sufficiently detailed.
• The manuscript does not clearly justify the sample size used in the study.
• The statistical analysis methods should be explained more clearly, including the specific tests used to determine associations between lipid parameters and DME.
• Potential confounding factors such as duration of diabetes, glycemic control, hypertension, and body mass index should be considered in the analysis.

Without these clarifications, the scientific robustness of the study cannot be fully evaluated.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes relevant references; however, several recent studies related to diabetic macular edema and lipid metabolism are missing. The literature review should be expanded by including more recent publications from the last five years to strengthen the scientific background of the study.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable, but several grammatical errors and sentence structure issues are present throughout the text. Professional language editing is recommended to improve readability, clarity, and academic presentation.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The topic addressed in the manuscript is clinically important; however, significant improvements are required in multiple sections. The methodology should be explained in greater detail, the statistical analysis should be strengthened, and the discussion should include deeper interpretation of the results along with comparisons to previously published studies. In addition, the authors should clearly state the limitations of the study and highlight possible future research directions.
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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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