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	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 offers crucial insights into the epidemiological profile of maternal deaths due to eclampsia in Brazil over a ten-year period. By identifying demographic patterns, regional disparities, and social determinants linked to maternal mortality, the study provides valuable evidence for public health planning and policy refinement. Its findings emphasize the persistent challenges in prenatal care and the implementation of preventive strategies, despite existing national initiatives. As maternal mortality remains a key global health indicator, this research significantly contributes to the scientific community’s understanding of how targeted interventions can reduce preventable deaths and improve maternal health outcomes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes suitable
	

	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.


	Yes but need small revision.Revision: Suggestions for Improvement:

1. Redundancy and Wordiness:

The abstract tends to repeat phrases and includes excessive detail (e.g., listing exact numbers for multiple variables).Consider streamlining to highlight trends rather than detailing every data point.

2. Overly Long Sentences in Conclusion:

The final conclusion sentence is too long and dense.

Breaking it into two concise sentences will improve readability.

3. Missing Context in the Introduction Sentence:

The opening could briefly mention why eclampsia is a public health issue, even in one short phrase.

4. Keyword Formatting:

The keywords should be separated by commas (not periods), and ideally include “eclampsia” explicitly rather than only “pre-eclampsia”.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes overall manuscript is correct Need some minor revision. 1. Language and Grammar:

The manuscript contains awkward phrasing, redundancy, and translation errors (e.g., “20 a 39,” “Range Etária”). Some sentences are grammatically incorrect and repetitive.

2. Formatting Issues:

Figures are poorly inserted or missing, and there are inconsistencies in punctuation, headings (e.g., “2. metodology”), and layout.

3. Scientific Terminology:

Some terms lack clarity (e.g., “1.53 deaths”) and vague phrases like “alarming scenario” are used without proper context or comparison.

4. Interpretation of Results:

No statistical analysis is provided. Correlation between variables is not explored, limiting analytical strength.

5. Referencing and Literature:

References are current but inconsistently cited and formatted. Some DOIs/URLs are incorrect or incomplete.

6. Conclusion:

It lacks clear, actionable recommendations and contains unclear statements that need quantification (e.g., clarify “1.53 deaths”).


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references in your manuscript are sufficient, relevant, and mostly recent.
	

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


	The manuscript demonstrates a good attempt at academic structure and clarity but requires moderate to substantial language editing to meet the standards of scholarly communication.
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