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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.


	This manuscript addresses HELLP syndrome, a severe and life-threatening complication of preeclampsia, with particular relevance to middle-income and resource-limited settings. By evaluating predictive factors and assessing the impact of a standardized multidisciplinary management protocol in a large cohort, the study provides clinically meaningful evidence that can guide obstetric practice. The findings contribute to ongoing debates regarding conservative management and corticosteroid use in HELLP syndrome and may help optimize maternal and perinatal outcomes. The work is especially valuable for tertiary referral centers managing high-risk pregnancies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	Yes, the title is appropriate, clear, and accurately reflects the study objectives, design, and outcomes. It adequately conveys both the epidemiological and interventional components of the study.
	

	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 and well structured, clearly presenting the background, methodology, key results, and conclusions. However, minor improvements could enhance clarity:

· Explicit mention of the before–after study design (T1 vs T2) in the Methods section would improve transparency.

· Including one or two key numerical outcome measures (e.g., reduction in neonatal mortality or platelet transfusion rates) would strengthen the Results section.
No major deletions are required.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The study design is appropriate for evaluating the impact of a standardized protocol, and the inclusion and exclusion criteria are clearly defined. Statistical analyses are suitable and well described. The discussion demonstrates good integration of findings with existing literature, and conclusions are supported by the results. Minor clarification regarding fluid management strategies in the prevention of acute kidney injury could further strengthen the manuscript.
	

	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, relevant, and include recent high-quality sources, including guidelines, cohort studies, and systematic reviews. The inclusion of recent Cochrane reviews and international consensus statements strengthens the scientific credibility. No additional references are mandatory, though referencing more African or low-resource setting studies, if available, could enhance regional contextualization
	

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


	The overall language quality is good and suitable for scholarly publication. The manuscript is clearly written with appropriate medical terminology. Minor grammatical and stylistic corrections may be required in a few sections, particularly to improve sentence flow and reduce repetition, but these do not detract from comprehension.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	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? 


	No major ethical issues are identified. The study design appears ethically acceptable, and patient management follows recognized clinical standards. However, the authors should explicitly mention ethical committee approval and whether informed consent was obtained or waived, in accordance with institutional policies.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are identified. The declaration provided by the authors is appropriate.
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