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	[bookmark: Artificial_Intelligence_(AI)_generated_o]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 paper is certainly crucial as it identifies accessible biochemical markers (especially, the NSE & key serum electrolytes), and that they correlate with the duration & the outcome of coma. It offers clinicians practical tips/tools to support early prognostication in a setting, where reliable predictors are often scarce. Therefore, in showing that low Mg & K as well as elevated Ca & NSE are associated to worse outcomes, the author(s) have highlighted potentially modifiable metabolic factors that could inform therapeutic strategies & monitoring practices.
The emphasis of this paper is more on the impact of coma aetiology. Additionally, it further strengthens its clinical relevance, underscoring the need to integrate metabolic profiles with underlying causes of brain injury when assessing prognosis.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title of the paper is clear, but it could still be improved. As provided by the author(s), “Neuron Specific Enolase and Serum Electrolytes in Comatose Patients” is accurate and descriptive. However, it feels somewhat too general and does not fully reflect the true focus of the study on prognosis and coma duration. Perhaps this suggested title might be better: “Neuron-Specific Enolase and Serum Electrolytes as Predictors of Outcome in Comatose Patients.” It is optional. The author(s) can choose not to accept the suggestion.
However, personally, this suggested title should make the paper more impactful and easier for readers to find in their searches.
	




	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]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 has clearly highlighted the aim of the study in exploring metabolic alterations (i.e., specifically NSE & serum electrolytes) in comatose patients. Moreover, the paper has also effectively summarized the key findings to illustrate their association with coma duration & outcome. It has also successfully identified the most relevant biomarkers, i.e., decrease in Mg and K, but elevated Ca & NSE, as mentioned earlier. The abstract also explains how these relate to prognosis, while also noting the influence of coma aetiology on patient outcomes.
However, the abstract could be strengthened by providing more detail on the patient population, statistical methods, and the clinical significance of the observed correlations.
Overall, the abstract presents a coherent snapshot of the study & underscores the potential prognostic value of biochemical markers in coma management.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically,_correc]Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. Good job! The content is scientifically sound.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the reference list contains up-to-date sources. About 37% of all citations are from the past 7 years, which is well above the typical minimum threshold (usually 20% to 30% for biomedical papers).
However, the reference list also includes several older foundational references (some from the 1990s and early 2000s).
Optional: While acceptable for historical or mechanistic background, the authors may wish to update a few of these if more recent alternatives exist.
	




	[bookmark: Is_the_language/English_quality_of_the_a]Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Adequate and can be understood easily.
	

	[bookmark: Optional/General_comments]Optional/General comments
	Overall, it is an adequately good paper.
(except for some syntactic problems in sentence construction, but still readable and understandable)
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
Not that I am aware of.
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