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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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.

	It is well known that elevated levels of proinflammatory cytokines in the blood and urine of patients with diabetes mellitus are correlated with the severity of structural and functional changes in the kidneys. This supports the potential use of cytokines as diagnostic and prognostic markers of diabetic nephropathy. At the same time, cytokines can be considered potential targets for nephroprotection. Investigating the pathogenetic, diagnostic, and therapeutic significance of cytokines in diabetic kidney disease is a promising area for further research
	

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

	The title does not correspond to the stated objective and the obtained results.

Alternative title: “Comparison of Serum TNF‑α, CRP, Ferritin….. etc  in Patients with Type 2 Diabetes Mellitus”
	

	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 partially complete (it reports sample size, study conditions, and age range), but it lacks the stated objective, results with mean ± SD (or median [IQR]) for at least the primary outcomes (TNF‑α and creatinine/eGFR), and the conclusions
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	From a scientific perspective, the manuscript contains preliminary comparative observations but does not adequately substantiate claims regarding renal function or its relationship with TNF‑α. Clarification of renal function is required (including not only creatinine but also eGFR and the albumin‑to‑creatinine ratio), along with appropriate statistical analysis of these relationships. In addition, a more detailed description of participant characteristics and factors influencing the results is necessary
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The manuscript cites both recent and outdated sources
	

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

	The manuscript is clearly not written by a native English speaker and requires substantial language editing
	

	Optional/General comments

	1. The aim stated in the text is “to assess the correlation between TNF and kidney function,” but no correlation analysis was performed. The study is rather a comparison of marker levels between patients with diabetes and a control group
2. The sample is relatively small (70 participants: T2D — 40 patients; control — 30), which is acceptable for a pilot comparison but too limited for confident conclusions about associations, and certainly for causal inference. Key data are missing: diabetes duration, treatments, HbA1c, CKD stage, urine albumin/creatinine ratio, and the inclusion/exclusion criteria
3. Renal function is assessed using urea, creatinine, and uric acid — which is insufficient for evaluating diabetic kidney disease. There is also a concern about the creatinine level reported for the control group: 2.38 ± 1.02 mg/dL. This is either a mistake or indicates the control group included unwell subjects rather than healthy controls
4. Some of the explanations of the results are questionable
5. The manuscript contains many duplicated sentences, improper connected text, inconsistent terminology (e.g., DT2 vs. DT II), unclear labels (e.g., “U.A levels”), and grammatical errors
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 details)
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