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	PART  1: Review Comments


	Compulsory REVISION 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	The manuscript addresses critical risk factors associated with ischemic stroke, specifically within Asian populations, where stroke burden is substantial and often under-studied. By highlighting both modifiable (triglyceride and glucose levels)and non-modifiable (age)risk factors , the chapter provides valuable insights that can guide preventative strategies and tailored interventions. I appreciate the manuscript for its thorough meta-analytic approach and for filling a gap in stroke research by focusing on a demographic that can greatly benefit from targeted health insights. Its findings have the potential to influence both clinical practices and public health policies aimed at reducing stroke incidence.
	

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

	The title is generally clear and suitable. However, it could be more specific by indicating the focus on Asian populations, which would provide immediate clarity on the manuscript's demographic emphasis.

The suggested alternative title could be: "Modifiable and Non-modifiable Risk Factors for Ischemic Stroke in Asian Populations: A Meta-Analysis"
	

	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 clear overview of the study's background, methods, and key findings, making it fairly comprehensive. However, specific sentences about the study’s purpose and its implications could enhance its clarity and impact.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	The manuscript is generally well-structured, with appropriate subsections that cover essential aspects of the study. This structure aligns with standard scientific reporting, making the paper easier to follow and understand.
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The manuscript appears scientifically robust and technically sound, as it adheres to a systematic and thorough approach in analyzing the relationship between modifiable and non-modifiable risk factors for ischemic stroke in Asian populations. The authors employ meta-analysis methods to synthesize findings across multiple studies, enhancing the reliability of the results. The use of established databases and clear inclusion/exclusion criteria supports the rigor of the data selection process. Additionally, the statistical methods used to assess heterogeneity and significance, including the use of random-effects models, demonstrate careful consideration of variability among studies. These factors contribute to the scientific correctness of the study, making the findings both credible and valuable to researchers and clinicians.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The manuscript includes a substantial number of references that appear relevant to the study of ischemic stroke risk factors, covering both foundational and contemporary studies. However, all the references are over a decade old. Given the evolving understanding of ischemic stroke risk factors, incorporating more recent studies (from the last five years) would strengthen the manuscript’s relevance and ensure it reflects the latest research. To be more specific, additional references could be added from 
· Updates on Metabolic and Lifestyle-Related Risk Factors, especially among younger populations in Asia
· Recent Findings on Genetic Risk Factors associated with stroke susceptibility in Asian populations
· Recent literature on preventive strategies for ischemic stroke in high-risk groups (such as those with elevated glucose or triglyceride levels)
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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

	
The language quality of the manuscript is generally adequate for scholarly communication; it conveys the research and findings in a clear and structured manner.

	

	Optional/General comments

	· The inclusion of only eight studies limits the robustness of the conclusions; acknowledging this in greater depth would make the analysis more transparent.
· Given the high heterogeneity (I² > 95%) across studies, additional subgroup analysis or meta-regression would strengthen the findings and provide more granular insights into the variation in outcomes.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details)
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