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	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 addresses a highly relevant public health issue in Nigeria, where Type 2 Diabetes Mellitus (T2DM) prevalence continues to rise. By comparing knowledge, adherence, and socio-demographic predictors across two university medical centres, the study provides context-specific insights that are valuable for healthcare planning in resource-limited settings. The findings highlight both strengths in patient knowledge and gaps in self-care practices and financial accessibility. The study contributes useful local evidence that may guide policy reforms, educational interventions, and multidisciplinary diabetes management programs in sub-Saharan Africa.
	

	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 of the study. It appropriately includes the study variables and setting.
	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured. It clearly presents the background, methodology, sample size, major findings, and conclusion.

Minor suggestions:

· Clarify the quasi-experimental design more explicitly.

· Briefly mention statistical tests used for hypothesis testing.

· Slight language refinement for conciseness.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes.
The methodology is clearly described, including sampling, inclusion/exclusion criteria, data collection procedures, laboratory measurements, and quality control measures. The statistical approach is appropriate for the research questions. The conclusions are consistent with the presented data and do not overstate findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript contains an adequate number of references. However:

· Some references cited in the introduction (e.g., COVID-19-related studies) are not directly relevant to T2DM management.

· A few references appear mismatched with diabetes context.

· Updating some epidemiological statistics with the most recent IDF Diabetes Atlas edition would strengthen the manuscript.

Overall, references are sufficient but require minor refinement for relevance and consistency.


	

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


	Yes.
The manuscript is readable and academically structured. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The Results section is clearly presented with structured tables and interpretation.

The Discussion appropriately compares findings with previous studies.

The Conclusion is aligned with study findings and provides practical recommendations.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	The Results section is clearly presented with structured tables and interpretation.

The Discussion appropriately compares findings with previous studies.

The Conclusion is aligned with study findings and provides practical recommendations.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No.

	 

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8.5 
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