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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	By comparing diagnostic performance of procalcitonin (PCT) and C-reactive protein (CRP), the research is offering valuable evidence for the superiority of PCT as a more stable early biomarker. Early diagnosis is crucial for timely treatment implementation and mortality reduction, while avoiding unnecessary antibiotic prescriptions and the subsequent rise in antimicrobial resistance. The results fund to neonatal clinical practices and can provide guidelines for diagnostic guidelines for enhancing outcomes in neonatal intensive care units globally.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "Evaluation of Procalcitonin and C-Reactive Protein as Early Markers for Diagnosis of Neonatal Sepsis," is short, expressive, and aptly reflects the main area of research. It precisely states the biomarkers being investigated and their diagnostic value in neonatal sepsis.
	

	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 of the article is largely adequate and well-structured since it captures the aim, methodology, results, and conclusion. The abstract is adequate in conveying the aim of the study—comparing procalcitonin (PCT) and C-reactive protein (CRP) as early indicators for neonatal sepsis—and summarizing key findings that highlight the superiority of PCT.

Improvements can be made to the abstract such that it is concise and effective as follows:

Make numerical consistency clearer

Results section includes different values of PCT and CRP sensitivity/specificity throughout the article. Present only one consistent set of data (the most accurate or last ROC results) in the abstract to make it brief and avoid confusion.

Provide statistical context:

Mention the statistical significance (p-value or confidence interval) of the ROC findings to make the results more credible.

Provide concise clinical implication

Add one sentence declaring the practical implications of these findings — e.g., how the synergy between PCT and CRP would improve early detection, reduce mortality, or limit antibiotic abuse.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically correct and addresses an important and underreported clinical issue
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are partially sufficient but it needed some update  
	

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


	The manuscript's English is practical but need minor language editing. A thorough language review or professional proofreading is recommended to enhance it.
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