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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 narrative review focuses on an important and practically relevant topic in obstetric medicine: the function of serum uric acid in severe preeclampsia. Although hyperuricemia is not currently included as a formal severity criterion in major guidelines, it is nonetheless commonly utilized in daily clinical practice, particularly in low- and middle-income settings. The manuscript gives a thorough description of uric acid metabolism, physiological changes throughout pregnancy, and the relationship between renal involvement and illness severity in preeclampsia. The discussion may assist doctors in better interpreting uric acid values and recognizing their possible complementary function in clinical decision making.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is acceptable and adequately describes the breadth and content of the paper. It clearly identifies both the biomarker of interest and the clinical condition under discussion.
No alternate title is required.

	

	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 often detailed and well-organized. It provides a clear framework, logic, and scope for the narrative review. However, small improvements could be made by succinctly stating the key clinical consequence or take-home message, specifically how uric acid testing can supplement existing severity assessment in severe preeclampsia. Adding one final statement stressing clinical applicability would improve the abstract.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and properly referenced. The physiological explanation for uric acid metabolism, renal processing, and variations throughout normal and difficult pregnancy is correct and congruent with current knowledge. The available evidence on hyperuricemia and preeclampsia severity is interpreted in a balanced manner, taking into account previous disputes and guidelines. The distinction between clinical utility and formal diagnostic criteria is clearly established, adding to the review's scientific credibility.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and relevant, with some recent articles (2023-2025). The authors correctly cite important guidelines (ACOG, Magee et al.), as well as current observational and mechanistic investigations. No important references appear to be missing. The bibliography provides appropriate evidence for the review's narrative aspect.

	

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


	The general level of English proficiency is suitable for academic discourse. In overall, the manuscript is legible and clear. Nonetheless, there are a few small typographical problems, grammatical irregularities, and sporadic poor phrasing. Clarity and fluidity can be enhanced by mild language editing or proofreading by a professional or native editor, although these problems have no bearing on scientific meaning.

	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is scientifically sound and ready for publication following minimal adjustments, primarily related to language improving and minor revisions in the abstract and discussion.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No.
This is a narrative review article that does not include human or animal subjects, patient data, or therapies. Ethical approval and informed consent are not required.
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