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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 addressed differentiating between bacterial and viral meningitis in resource limited settings. It may support in earlier diagnosis and making informed decisions specifically related to antibiotic stewardship. Relevant for all developing and underdeveloped nations around the world in terms of healthcare. Compared to time consuming CSF cultures it evaluated a rapid test which may decrease morbidity and mortality. The study adds value by evaluating a biomarker for the same.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title reflects the core objectives of the study. 
Advise to specify age of children evaluated in title.

Also doubt regarding evaluation of specificity.

Suggested alternative title:

Procalcitonin Measurement in children below 5 years with meningitis: Variations and diagnostic accuracy
	

	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.


	Few improvements are recommended:
At first use mention the short form of Procalcitonin (PCT) before directly using PCT.

Mention Full form of CRP at first use

In abstract results section, I think there is an error, ‘We collected data from 40 elderly patients’. Since the study included children.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound. 
Some issues require explanation or clarification
Calculation of population size is confusing. Since calculated was 8 but enrolled were 40.

The timing of sample collection was not specified. The period when PCT was collected might affect the interpretation. Procalcitonin (PCT) serum levels have been shown to increase 6 to 12 hours following initial bacterial infections and increase steadily in the two to four hours following the onset of sepsis. The half-life of PCT is between 20 to 24 hours. 
With proper antibiotic therapy, PCT levels decrease by 50% over 24 hours. Did the patients receive prior antibiotics should be specified.
Justify and interpret Section 2.3/Table II better - In section 2.3 gives overall means and averages for all 40 patients combined. But the whole point of the study is to how these markers differ by diagnosis. The significance of these to the study and value added is doubtful in manuscript. Calculating a single mean ± SD for CSF cells, glucose, proteins, CRP, and PCT across all 40 children for different diagnoses is not informative. So pooled averages with huge variability don’t really provide any add-on value. Better to stratify by final diagnosis. 
Discussion of limitations may be beneficial (small sample size, single-center design, absence of PCR diagnostics).
Discussion for statistically significant value of P<0.003 for CSF proteins levels may be added. Its clinical and diagnostic significance to be noted 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are adequate and include recent work up to 2025 (e.g., Parri 2025, Borensztajn 2025).
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable for scholarly communication. 
A professional English language revision by editor is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript has strong clinical relevance and contributes meaningfully to paediatric infectious disease diagnostics.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
No major ethical issues identified. 
The manuscript should explicitly mention institutional ethical approval. 
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