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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 describes a case of intrauterine fetal death caused by HELLP syndrome in a patient with several high-risk comorbidities that is both clinically relevant and well-documented. The example illustrates the intricate relationship between placental disease, thrombocytopenia, superimposed preeclampsia, and persistent hypertension. It serves as a crucial clinical reminder that high-risk pregnancies require constant monitoring and interdisciplinary care. The discussion highlights both immediate and long-term maternal consequences and is backed by recent research.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title accurately conveys the information included in the paper. It may be made shorter to make it easier to read, though.

Suggested alternative title:

Intrauterine Fetal Demise in a Patient with HELLP Syndrome, Superimposed Preeclampsia, and Placental Calcification: A Case Report
	

	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 clear and provides an appropriate summary of the case. However, it could benefit from a quick statement of management and outcome.

The abstract could be somewhat condensed to emphasize the clinical value and learning elements.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound, with good clinical reasoning. The diagnosis of HELLP syndrome is supported by test data and clinical information. The debate accurately connects placental pathology, preeclampsia, and fetal death.
However, various laboratory results and units should be defined and standardized, and the LDH value looks to be extremely low and should be examined again.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are generally acceptable and relevant, with several being recent and authoritative.
Minor suggestions:
Reference formatting should be consistent with the journal style.
Some citations in the text should be reviewed for consistency and accuracy (for example, numbering and bracket format).

	

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


	The manuscript is understandable, although it contains numerous grammatical errors, poor phrasing, and discrepancies in tense and medical terminology.
Professional English language editing is required prior to publication.

	

	Optional/General comments


	The case is instructive and clinically fascinating.
A more readable table format should be used for the laboratory results section.
Although the talk is nice, it might be more succinct and concentrated on the most important lessons.
The legend and figure quality need to be enhanced.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No major ethical issues identified.
The authors have stated that written and verbal informed consent was obtained, which is appropriate.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No. The writers have explicitly stated that they have no conflicting interests.

	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	The substance and writing style do not suggest obvious plagiarism.
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