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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 (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 highlights the critical link between socioeconomic factors and diabetes in Nigeria, offering valuable insights for targeted interventions. It consolidates diverse evidence to guide policymakers, researchers, and healthcare providers in addressing health inequities. The findings contribute to global efforts to combat non-communicable diseases in resource-limited settings.
	

	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.


	The abstract is overly descriptive and reads more like an extended background than a concise summary; it should be more focused on core findings, quantitative results, and implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design is stated as a scoping review, but there is insufficient justification for why other approaches such as systematic review or meta-analysis were not appropriate beyond general remarks.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are numerous, but some are outdated given the rapidly changing diabetes epidemiology landscape; prioritising recent, high-quality studies would improve relevance.
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The inclusion and exclusion criteria are provided, but there is no clarity on how quality thresholds were applied beyond the scoring scale; the cut-off points for high, medium, and low quality need more explanation.

The search strategy mentions use of the SPICE framework, but does not report any pilot testing of search terms or whether grey literature was systematically explored.

Figures 1–3 are referenced, but they appear to be descriptive and lack any analytical commentary or statistical comparisons.

The methodology states that seven databases were searched, but no information is given on the date ranges of the searches for each database.

The PRISMA diagram is mentioned, but there is no detailed breakdown of excluded studies with reasons at each stage beyond general category counts.

The results section is largely descriptive and catalogues included studies without synthesizing findings into thematic subgroups or patterns.

While Table 3 lists studies, there is no assessment of heterogeneity across study designs or their potential impact on the conclusions.

The critical appraisal tables (Tables 4–7) list quality scores but do not explain what low or high scores in specific items imply for evidence strength.

There is no meta-summary quantifying prevalence ranges or risk factor effect sizes across the included studies, which would strengthen the scoping review.

The discussion reiterates background information rather than critically engaging with how the review’s findings differ from or add to previous literature.

Potential confounding variables such as regional health policy differences or urbanisation patterns are mentioned but not systematically analysed from the included studies.

The limitations section is brief and does not address possible bias in study selection, the effect of excluding non-English papers, or the risk of over-reliance on cross-sectional studies.

Recommendations are broad and policy-oriented but lack prioritisation or feasibility analysis based on available resources in Nigeria.

The manuscript lacks a clear link between the quality appraisal results and the weight given to studies in forming the conclusions.

There is a tendency to overgeneralise from limited regional data to the whole Nigerian population without adequate caution.

No sensitivity analysis or subgroup exploration is performed to understand regional or methodological differences among studies.
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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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