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	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.


	The article has good scientific importance in community. But, overall quality of the writing and scientific rigor falls short of the standard expected for publication in a peer-reviewed journal 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The tile is suitable for this article.
	

	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 Did not highlight how important it is to report about two siblings who are affected. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is well-developed and up-to-date and includes research dating back to 2022-2025. Nevertheless, a high number of references have not been covered. A number of them do not have DOI numbers, volumes and issues, or page ranges. Others have placeholders like XXXX or in press that must be completed. It is necessary to refer to in journal style to be accepted.
	

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


	Generally clear academic writing. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The title and abstract of the manuscript are generally suitable because they clearly reveal the nature of the work and denote that the report is about siblings affected with Cockayne Syndrome. The abstract manages to provide a summary of the case, both clinical features and MRI results, as well as identified ERCC6 mutation. It however tends to restate information that is already shown in the introduction and does not give definite measures like anthropometry or developmental scores. Such omissions undermine the scientific worthiness of the summary.  
2. The authors give a detailed description of Cockayne Syndrome in the introduction. Its genetic causes, clinical variability and molecular mechanisms were also discussed properly. However, the introduction is too long and it is clear that some part is duplicated and this reminds one that it is not well edited. Such a comprehensive theoretical background is not necessary in a case report. The introduction provides a clear description of the TC-NER pathway, oxidative stress, and mutation spectrum, but fails to provide enough reasons why reporting of these specific siblings would be of benefit to the existing literature. Moreover, references like those, which are provided by GeneReviews and StatPearls are not properly formatted and should be given full bibliographic description.
3. As far as visual documentation is concerned, the manuscript mentions facial features and MRI results, but the pictures are absent or not incorporated correctly. Numbers are very important in case reports and the fact that real MRI images are missing is a significant disadvantage. There is an inconsistency in figure labels and the appearance of figures like labels like UNDER PEER REVIEW, Typewritten text or SDI 74 show that the document has not been formatted meticulously. The manuscript needs to be reinforced with a definite pedigree figure, good-quality clinical photos and MRI pictures with relevant captions.

4. The discussion section shows a broad range of knowledge and the use of the recent research on Cockayne Syndrome, natural history, genotype-phenotype relationships, and the suggested treatment methodology. This means that the authors are well versed. However, it seems that discussion may rather be considered as a mini-review article rather than an analysis of the particular cases discussed. It does not highlight the comparisons of the siblings with the earlier reported Indian cases and neither does it indicate on whether the specified ERCC6 mutation has been common within the Indian population or whether it is rare. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

The ethical statements are correct in theory with reference to the patient consent and lack of conflicts of interest. Nevertheless, the ethics part is very short and lacks references to institutional or national principles, e.g. ICMR guidelines on case reports. Journals usually require a more definite statement.
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