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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.


	This manuscript presents a valuable retrospective analysis of obstetric ICU admissions in a tertiary care center in North India. It addresses a critical gap in regional data, highlighting the high proportion of unbooked and referred patients which is a significant challenge in resource-limited settings. 
The findings show the predominant causes of admission (hemorrhage, hypertensive disorders) and the high-intensity interventions required, providing concrete evidence to advocate for strengthened antenatal care systems, early identification of high-risk pregnancies and the vital role of multidisciplinary critical care teams. This data is essential for informing local clinical protocols, resource allocation and public health strategies aimed at reducing maternal morbidity and mortality.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It contains all necessary keywords for discoverability.

1. The title is suitable. 
2. It clearly reflects the study's design (retrospective)
3. setting (tertiary care hospital, North India)
4. population (obstetric patients admitted to ICU)
5. primary objectives (clinical characteristics and outcomes). 
	

	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 is generally comprehensive but could be slightly enhanced for greater clarity and impact.

Suggestion for addition: 
The "Methodology" section should clearly mention that it was a retrospective study (though implied by the title, stating it here is standard). 
Specifying the primary data source (e.g., "hospital medical records/chart review").

Suggestion for addition: 
The "Result" section mentions a mortality rate of 8%. It would be helpful to explicitly state the number of deaths (n=3/37) for immediate clarity.

Suggestion for deletion/rephrase: 
The final sentence of the "Result" section ("Hence we concluded that...") is more suited for the "Conclusion" section. 
Suggestion for addition: 
The "Conclusion" could be slightly strengthened by mentioning the key modifiable factor identified: the high rate of unbooked patients and its implications.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Based on the provided abstract and manuscript text, the study appears scientifically sound. 
2. The methodology is appropriate for a retrospective descriptive study. 
3. The results are clearly presented with percentages and supporting tables. 
4. The discussion contextualizes the findings (e.g., incidence rate, unbooked patient rate, mortality) within the existing literature, noting similarities and differences with other studies. 
5. The limitations of the retrospective design and the lack of specific illness severity scores are appropriately acknowledged.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list appears sufficient and includes a mix of foundational and recent studies (up to 2023), with a good proportion from regional (Indian) journals, which is relevant for the context. 
This demonstrates the authors' engagement with the current and location-specific literature. 
No additional references are suggested based on the reviewed content.


	

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


	Yes, the language is generally clear, formal, and suitable for scholarly communication. 
that should be corrected during proofreading.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-conducted and clearly reported study on an important topic. 
The data on the alarmingly high percentage of unbooked patients (72.97%) and its correlation with emergency presentations is a critical takeaway that should be emphasized. 
The successful recovery rate (81%) despite the acuity of illness speaks to the effectiveness of the unit's care. 
Including a brief note in the abstract or discussion on the fetal/neonatal outcomes (even if just to state they were not the focus of this study) might provide a more complete picture of the obstetric ICU admissions.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No apparent ethical issues were detected. 
The manuscript states that the study was conducted after approval from the institutional ethics and scientific committee. 
As a retrospective review of records, it typically falls under waived consent requirements, which is standard practice.
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