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	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.


	I think this manuscript addresses an important clinical question, as both ABR and ASSR are widely used electrophysiological tools for estimating auditory thresholds, especially in infants and difficult-to-test patients. I see that correlating these two tests is clinically relevant for early diagnosis and rehabilitation, such as hearing-aid fitting and cochlear implant candidacy. I appreciate that the authors collected real-world clinical data from a sizeable pediatric-heavy sample, since these populations often present challenges in threshold estimation. However, I feel that the study currently lacks clarity in methodology, sample characterization, and statistical rigor, which reduces its impact. With substantial revision, this paper could contribute meaningfully to the audiology community, but in its current form it still needs major improvements.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is understandable but not fully accurate because this is not a case report; it is a retrospective comparative study with 80 patients.

Not suitable in its current form.

Suggested title improvements:

· “Correlation Between Auditory Brainstem Responses and Auditory Steady-State Responses in Patients With Hearing Loss: A Retrospective Comparative Study”

· or

· “Comparative Analysis of ABR and ASSR Thresholds in Children and Adults With Hearing Loss”
	

	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.


	I think the abstract contains the basic structure but is not entirely comprehensive. Several issues should be addressed:

Suggestions:

· The abstract should include clearer numerical results, especially the strength of the correlations (e.g., Pearson r values) and the mean ABR–ASSR differences.

· The methods section is overly long and contains unnecessary procedural detail; it should be more concise.

· The results section mentions “detection rates” but does not define what constitutes a “detection.”

· The conclusion is vague and should be more aligned with the actual results (e.g., emphasizing correlation rather than superiority).

· The abstract should avoid subjective claims unless supported by detailed data.

Overall, I recommend restructuring the abstract for clarity, precision, and alignment with the actual findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	I think the manuscript is scientifically interesting but several elements require improvement:

Strengths:
· The topic is relevant and supported by the literature.

· The sample size is reasonable for clinical electrophysiology research.

· The authors provided correlations and compared response presence/absence.

Issues that need attention:
1. Study design:
This is not a case report; it is a retrospective observational study. The manuscript should be reformatted accordingly.

2. Statistical analysis:
· Some p-values (e.g., 0.05) appear borderline and should be interpreted cautiously.

· There is no correction for multiple comparisons.

· The reasoning for assigning “110 dB nHL” to absent responses should be justified more rigorously.

3. Data presentation:
· Table formatting is incomplete; Table 1 is referred to but not clearly presented.

· Figure 1 is mentioned but missing.

4. Interpretation:
· The authors repeatedly state that ASSR is “superior” but the study only measures correlation, not diagnostic superiority or accuracy.

· Confounding factors (age distribution, etiology, degree of loss) are not analyzed.

5. Discussion:
· Portions of the discussion are repetitive.

· Some paragraphs cite literature but do not connect findings back to the authors’ own data.

Overall, while the scientific idea is sound, the execution needs significant refinement.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I think the references are generally relevant and mostly recent, though several are older foundational studies (which is acceptable in audiology). However:

Suggestions:
· Add more recent ASSR studies (post-2018), particularly on modulation patterns and high-intensity testing.

· Ensure all references follow a consistent citation style.

· Reference (2) is incomplete and missing publication details.

· Check for typographical issues in several references.
	

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


	The English is understandable but needs substantial editing for grammar, clarity, and academic tone.

Many sentences are repetitive or lack precision. I recommend a full language revision.
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