Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	International Journal of Biochemistry Research & Review

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_IJBCRR_151812

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Diagnostic Importance of Creatinine Phosphokinase in Viral Myositis: A Case Study

	Type of the Article
	Case study


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 provides a detailed account of a pediatric case of viral myositis with exceptionally high Creatine Phosphokinase (CPK) levels. It is significant because it highlights how extreme biochemical markers can coexist with a benign clinical course, helping clinicians avoid invasive procedures like muscle biopsies or lumbar punctures when clinical signs (preserved reflexes and strength) suggest a self-limiting viral etiology. The case reinforces the diagnostic triad of calf tenderness, elevated CPK, and rapid recovery following viral prodrome.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is good but contains a terminological error.

Suggested Revision: "Diagnostic Importance of Creatine Phosphokinase in Viral Myositis: A Case Study."

Reason: "Creatinine" is the metabolic waste product.
	

	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.


	Yes, it covers the background, case details, laboratory findings, and clinical outcomes.
Suggestion: Specify the peak CPK value (46,505.9 U/L) in the abstract to emphasize the severity of the elevation mentioned in the discussion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The clinical reasoning is sound, but there are technical discrepancies in the data presentation:

Table 1 Data Error: The Bicarbonate (Bicarb) value for Day 2 is listed as "0". This is physiologically impossible and must be corrected to the actual value or a dash if not measured.

Terminology: Standardize the use of "Creatine Phosphokinase" throughout the text; "creatinine phosphokinase" appears in the title and conclusion.
Lab Findings: Reconcile the statement of "normal urine examination" on Day 1 with "burning micturition" mentioned in the history
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, generally sufficient and include recent citations from 2021 to 2024
	

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


	The quality is generally good for scholarly communication, though several typographical errors require correction:

· Spelling: "Lymhocyopenia" (Source 14), "Dehydrogenese" (Source 14), "GuillainBarr" (Source 37), ”Dermatomuositis" (Source 91), and "Acerate" (Source 72).
 Lymphocytopenia: Corrected from "Lymhocyopenia".
 Dehydrogenase: Corrected from "Dehydrogenese".

Guillain-Barré: Corrected from "GuillainBarr".

        Dermatomyositis: Corrected from "Dermatomuositis".

              Accurate: Corrected from "Acerate".
Grammar: Gender Distribution: The phrase "males are twice as likely females" should be corrected to "males are twice as likely as females".

· Pathology Terms: "Dermatomuositis-clinical picture" should be corrected to "Dermatomyositis-clinical picture" in the references.

· Duration: The recovery window mentioned as "37 days" in the discussion should be corrected to "3–7 days" to reflect the standard clinical course described

	

	Optional/General comments


	Rationale: The case is scientifically robust and provides valuable clinical pearls for pediatricians. The "Minor Revision" score is assigned due to the required corrections for the Bicarb value in Table 1, consistent terminology for CPK, and the correction of minor typographical errors.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	None noted; however, the authors should state whether informed consent was obtained from the child’s legal guardian for the publication of this case.
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