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	PART 1: Comments

	
	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 work is important to the scientific community because it offers a thorough synthesis of the application of intraoperative micro-Doppler in cerebral aneurysm surgery, a field that is not yet standardized. To close the gap between theory and practice in cerebrovascular surgery, this publication integrates hemodynamic concepts with a realistic clinical approach. Furthermore, the creation of more objective, evidence-based protocols is made possible by the recognition of methodological flaws and interpretation diversity. Overall,
this manuscript strengthens the scientific basis for improved patient care.
	
Noted 

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is appropriate
	Thanks 

	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.
	This research is very interesting, focusing on clinical issues. However, several things need improvement: The abstract has a word count of around 300, which may be too long. The abstract needs to explain the methodology in detail based on the literature. It needs to include a clear objective and a Main Results Synthesis Statement, including sensitivity and accuracy
	Thanks for your valuable suggestions

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Depending on how actionable the proposed framework is, its novelty level ranges from moderate to good. As long as the disciplinary document limits its claims to evidence, it has strong logical validity.
Due to the limitations and heterogeneity of research designs, the evidence may be moderate. If the manuscript does not exaggerate and is transparent about the quality of the evidence, it is strong. Therefore, it can be concluded that the manuscript is scientifically valid.
	

Noted 

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have
suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	For references in the manuscript as many as 27, it is recommended that more references are needed, and
there are references that are more than 20 years old, it is recommended to take only the most recent references.
	Added recent references 

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	In general, the English used is in accordance with the quality of the scientific community,
	ok

	Optional/General comments
	Future Doppler development as described by Schebesch et al., 2020, and Dimanche et al., 2024, should explain the solutions offered so that they can be a reference for future micro Doppler developmen
	Ok
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	
Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	There is no problem (If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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