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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 is a well-structured research paper with a clear objective. However, it contains several significant weaknesses and mistakes that should be addressed to improve its scientific rigor and credibility.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	yes
	

	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.

	Misleading Abstract: The abstract states the study aims to evaluate IR and determine if HOMA & G:I can identify PCOS patients at risk for IGT & Type II DM. However, the study itself is a cross-sectional snapshot. It measures current IR but does not follow patients over time to see who actually develops IGT or diabetes. It can only infer risk based on established correlations, not determine the predictive value of these markers for future disease. This is a major overstatement of the study's capabilities.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	With 45 cases and 40 controls, the sample size is relatively small. This is particularly problematic for the subgroup analyses (Group I vs. Group II), where the numbers become even smaller (n=25 and n=20), leading to underpowered analyses and non-significant results, as seen in Table 3.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	
Reference 5 is listed as Burghen et al. (the first to note the PCOS-hyperinsulinemia link), but the citation itself is wrongly listed as "Franks S." This is a major error.
Reference 18 and 19 are mixed up. The cut-off values for HOMA and G:I are attributed to [19], but reference 19 is a paper by Mine Yavuz Taslipinar et al. from 2014, while the seminal paper by Legro et al. from 1998 (which established these ratios) is reference 20. The cut-off citations are likely incorrect.
The reference list has formatting inconsistencies (e.g., journal names sometimes abbreviated, sometimes not; inconsistent use of "et al.").

	

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

	
I don’t know



	

	Optional/General comments

	

Re-frame the Aims and Conclusions to state that the study found an association between PCOS and IR, and that the proposed cut-offs can identify women with current insulin resistance, which is a known risk factor for future DM.
Correct all errors in the tables (especially Table 1) and citations.
Re-analyze the data: Use Chi-square tests for prevalence data and correlation coefficients for relationships between variables. Investigate the suspicious p-value in Table 4.
Improve the Discussion: Acknowledge the limitation of the cross-sectional design. Discuss the high variability in insulin levels as a feature of PCOS heterogeneity. Explain the limitations of the subgroup analyses due to small sample size.
Clarify the Methods: Provide a clear, unambiguous flowchart for patient selection based on Rotterdam criteria.


	




	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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