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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 presents a pediatric case of neurogenic heterotopic ossification (NHO) of the hip following postoperative coma after astrocytoma surgery. The topic is clinically relevant because NHO is rare in pediatric populations, and the report highlights a potential association between prolonged postoperative immobilisation and heterotopic bone formation. The case is clearly written, clinically coherent, and supported by imaging. Surgical management and follow-up outcomes are described adequately.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	For better scientific precision suggested title is ‘Neurogenic Heterotopic Ossification of the Hip After Prolonged Postoperative Coma Following Astrocytoma Surgery in an Adolescent: 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.


	Your abstract is acceptable but slightly short. Your structure is acceptable but Results should include quantitative improvement (ROM gain). The introduction is well structured. 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There is a major inconsistency regarding the affected hip. Examples: Early description: “complete loss of mobility of the left hip”, Later: pain preventing mobilisation of the right lower limb, radiograph shows right hip and surgery performed on right hip. This creates a critical clinical inconsistency. The pathology is actually right hip. The early text mistakenly mentions left hip. This must be corrected throughout the manuscript, including figures.

High-quality case reports require a clear chronological timeline. The current manuscript does not specify exact time of tumor surgery, duration of coma, time from immobilisation to symptom onset, time between symptom onset and diagnosis and time to surgery. The CARE reporting standard strongly recommends a case timeline table or figure.

The imaging section is currently too brief for a radiologically confirmed case report. Important aspects missing CT density characteristics, relationship with joint capsule, classification of HO (if applicable), presence/absence of ankylosis bridge and involvement of iliopsoas, capsule, or abductors. You may cite classification systems such as: Brooker classification for heterotopic ossification (commonly used in hip HO).
The surgical description is minimal. For orthopaedic case reports reviewers usually expect surgical approach (posterior / anterolateral / Smith-Petersen), relationship of HO to neurovascular structures, estimated blood loss, use of fluoroscopy, method to prevent recurrence and whether capsulotomy was required. Even 2-3 additional sentences would improve scientific value.

You mention NSAID prophylaxis but do not discuss alternatives. Important prophylaxis options include NSAIDs, radiotherapy (rare in children) and bisphosphonates (historically used). You should briefly discuss why NSAIDs were selected, particularly in a pediatric patient.

The discussion should include previous pediatric cases. For example, you could discuss NHO after traumatic brain injury, NHO after coma and NHO in pediatric intensive care. A short table summarizing reported pediatric NHO cases would be required.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	May be improved after revising the discussion
	

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


	The English is generally excellent.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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