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	9. Are the results presented clearly?
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	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, authors can change the word pattern to clinical profile/etiology
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is very basic. Authors should add study design, analysis.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Authors can provide incidence, prevalence data for better understanding. Pathophysiology looks very superficial.
Study design clarity is missing. No details on inclusion or exclusion criteria. Define hydrocephalus or classification criteria.
Authors do not provide any p-values, this limits the scientific value of the study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Some citations are incomplete.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No. Authors can provide the registration number is available.
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	This study is a relevant topic but it is weak in methodology and has few statistical issues. Authors need to revise these before considering for publication.
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