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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 review article addresses an important and clinically relevant topic with clear implications for maternal and neonatal care. By highlighting the critical role of chemical pathology in distinguishing physiological changes pf pregnancy from pathological conditions, the manuscript makes a valuable contribution to both clinical practice and laboratory medicine. Its multidisciplinary perspective enhances its relevance and potential impact within the scientific community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title reflects the general impact of chemical pathology on maternal and neonatal health. However, considering that this is a review article, the title could be made more specific. It should provide a clearer indication of the purpose and scope of the work. For instance, a title such as "The Role of Chemical Pathology in Maternal and Neonatal Health: A Review of Diagnostic Applications and Clinical Outcomes" would more explicitly convey the nature and scope of the review. Alternatively, "Advances in Chemical Pathology for Maternal and Neonatal Outcomes: A Review of Diagnostic Tools and Evidence" could be more suitable, as it emphasizes recent developments and the clinical outcomes discussed in the article. Such titles would help readers gain a clearer understanding of the article's objectives.
	

	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 well-structured and appropriately summarizes the key aspects of the review. No sections appear to require removal or additional content, as the essential objectives, methods, and main findings are clearly conveyed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	-The manuscript lacks a flow diagram commonly included in reviews to illustrate the study selection process, including inclusion and exclusion criteria. Additionally, a summary table of the included studies and their key data is not provided. Including these elements would improve transparency, allow readers to quickly assess the scope and quality of the evidence, and enhance the reproducibility and clarity of the review.
-The manuscript presents a clear and comprehensive conclusion summarizing the key outcomes, technological advances, and recommendations. However, as a narrative review, it lacks a distinct discussion section where the findings are critically appraised, compared, and contextualized with the literature. While the conclusion is informative, including a discussion would strengthen the review by highlighting nuances, limitations, and areas of controversy.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites an appropriate number of references, and they are generally recent and relevant to the topic. Key studies, guidelines, and high-impact publications are included, providing a solid evidence base for the review. No major gaps in the literature coverage are apparent, and the references support the statements and conclusions effectively.
	

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


	The current text is dense and heavily reliant on technical jargon and abbreviations, which may be difficult for non-specialist readers to follow. While the data are valuable, the narrative could be clarified by breaking down long sentences, providing context for the numerical outcomes, and explaining the clinical significance of AI/ML models and biomarkers in simpler language.
	

	Optional/General comments


	-The manuscript is written in a clear and well-structured academic style. The overall language use is appropriate and consistent. 

However, according to academic writing conventions, abbreviations should not be used at the beginning of sentences. The relevant

expressions should be spelled out at their first occurrence or the sentence structure should be revised accordingly.

- For consistency and clarity, the section heading “Exclusion” should be revised to “Exclusion criteria”, in parallel with “Inclusion criteria”.
- The review includes only English-language studies. This approach may introduce language bias, potentially excluding relevant findings

 published in other languages. It is recommended to acknowledge this limitation in the Methods or Discussion section and, if possible, 

consider including non-English studies to improve comprehensiveness.

- The methodology is generally well described and appropriate for a narrative review. However, the selection of studies from high-impact journals

 and likely English-language sources may introduce publication and language bias, which should be explicitly acknowledged. Additionally, the informal

 quality appraisal, while acceptable for a narrative review, should be noted as a limitation. Clarifying the exact number of included articles and simplifying

 complex sentences would improve clarity and reproducibility.

- Sections 2.2.2–2.2.4 provide a concise overview of postnatal biochemical monitoring, high-risk neonate management, and emerging links to prenatal exposures. 

While the current level of detail is acceptable for a narrative review, the sections could be expanded to enhance clinical applicability. Specifically, providing information 

on monitoring timing and frequency, intervention thresholds, and practical management protocols would strengthen 2.2.2–2.2.3. In 2.2.4, additional discussion on trimester-specific 

susceptibility, molecular mechanisms, and potential inclusion in future newborn screening programs could provide further depth.

	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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