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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 important evidence on the prognostic value of simple, readily available biomarkers—serum C-reactive protein and admission random blood glucose—in acute ischemic stroke. By demonstrating their strong association with stroke severity and early outcomes, the study enhances understanding of the roles of inflammation and stress-induced hyperglycemia in stroke pathophysiology. These findings are particularly valuable for clinical practice in resource-limited settings, where advanced diagnostic tools may not be easily accessible. Overall, the study supports the integration of these cost-effective markers into early risk stratification and management strategies, potentially improving patient outcomes.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the study design, key variables (serum CRP and admission hyperglycemia), and clinical outcomes in acute ischemic stroke. It effectively conveys the scope and purpose of the research, making it appropriate for the study.

	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The abstract is well-structured and comprehensive, clearly presenting the background, objectives, methodology, key results, and conclusions. It effectively summarizes the study and provides sufficient detail for readers to understand the significance and outcomes of the research.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The keywords are appropriate, relevant, and well-aligned with the core focus of the study. They effectively capture the main concepts—acute ischemic stroke, C-reactive protein, random blood glucose, NIHSS, inflammation, and prognosis—thereby enhancing the discoverability of the manuscript in scientific databases.

	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The background information is comprehensive, logically structured, and well-supported by relevant literature. It clearly explains the burden of acute ischemic stroke, the role of inflammation and hyperglycemia in its pathophysiology, and the rationale for using CRP and RBG as prognostic markers. The progression from general context to specific research gap is smooth, making the introduction both informative and well organized.

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The research objectives are clearly and explicitly stated, focusing on evaluating the correlation between serum CRP, admission random blood glucose, and stroke severity, as well as their association with early clinical outcomes. The aims are specific, relevant, and well-aligned with the study design and methodology, making the purpose of the research easy to understand.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review is relevant and appropriately supports the study rationale, covering key aspects such as inflammation, CRP, hyperglycemia, and stroke outcomes. It includes important and credible references; however, incorporating a few more recent studies (last 3–5 years) could further strengthen its currency and depth.

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The research methodology is appropriate and well-aligned with the study objectives. The prospective observational design, clearly defined inclusion and exclusion criteria, standardized measurement of biomarkers, and use of a validated tool (NIHSS) for assessing stroke severity ensure methodological rigor. The statistical methods applied are suitable for analyzing correlations and group differences, supporting the validity of the findings.

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Ethical issues were appropriately addressed. The study obtained approval from the Institutional Ethics Committee, and informed consent was taken from all participants in accordance with ethical standards, including the Declaration of Helsinki. This ensures that patient rights, safety, and confidentiality were adequately maintained throughout the study.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The results are presented in a clear and logical manner with appropriate use of descriptive statistics, comparisons, and correlation analysis. The findings are easy to follow and directly address the study objectives.

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
Tables and figures are relevant and support the data effectively. However, minor improvements in formatting, labeling consistency, and clarity (e.g., units and titles) could enhance readability.

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The discussion effectively compares the study findings with existing literature and provides appropriate explanations for similarities and differences, strengthening the scientific context.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The conclusions are well-supported by the results and statistical analysis. They accurately reflect the study findings without overgeneralization.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The study clearly acknowledges its limitations, including sample size, single-center design, and lack of long-term follow-up, demonstrating transparency and scientific rigor.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The references are relevant and appropriate; however, inclusion of a few more recent studies could further strengthen the manuscript.

	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The manuscript is generally clear and understandable, but minor grammatical errors, typographical issues, and consistency in terminology should be corrected to improve overall readability.

	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: YES
The title is suitable, clear, and accurately reflects the study’s objectives, key variables (serum CRP and admission hyperglycemia), and outcomes in acute ischemic stroke. No modification is necessary.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: YES
The manuscript is scientifically sound, with appropriate study design, methodology, statistical analysis, and interpretation of results aligned with the objectives.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: NO
While the references are relevant and adequate in number, the inclusion of more recent studies (from the last 3–5 years) would strengthen the manuscript. Adding updated literature on CRP, hyperglycemia, and stroke outcomes would improve its scientific relevance and contemporariness.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	Answer: NO
There are no ethical concerns. The study has obtained Institutional Ethics Committee approval and informed consent from participants, adhering to standard ethical guidelines.
	








PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript is well-designed and addresses a clinically relevant topic with important implications for early risk stratification in acute ischemic stroke. The use of simple, cost-effective biomarkers such as serum CRP and admission random blood glucose adds practical value, especially in resource-limited settings. The methodology is appropriate, and the results are clearly presented and supported by statistical analysis.
However, minor revisions are recommended to improve the overall quality of the manuscript. These include correcting typographical and grammatical errors, ensuring consistency in terminology (e.g., using either RBG or RBS uniformly), and standardizing units (mg/dL). Additionally, inclusion of a few more recent references would strengthen the literature review. Enhancing table formatting and clarity would also improve readability.
Overall, the manuscript is suitable for publication after minor revisions.
The manuscript is scientifically sound, clinically relevant, and well-structured. Only minor improvements in language, formatting, and inclusion of recent references are needed before acceptance.
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