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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 article presents a case report of rare disease and may be of high interest to scientific community. Highlighting the importance of nursing management in this case could contribute to awareness and clinical practice.

However, lack of clear and organized diagnostic reasoning with final diagnosis needs improvement. Clearer presentation and stronger explanation will helpful enough especially for readers. 
The updated guidelines also have to be applied for good quality article.

	A rare case of autoimmune encephalitis is a potential insight to improve readers knowledge, especially clinicians and nursing professionals.
Clearer connection between the clinical findings, supporting investigations, and final diagnosis would increase the quality and readability of the manuscript.
The nursing for seizure management also need attention as new guideline about it had established. 




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
	3
The title and the case presentation need adjustment. It is unclear whether the primary focus is autoimmune encephalitis or an infectious condition. While infection is described in the case presentation, it is not reflected in the title. If the authors want to highlight autoimmune encephalitis, the case presentation should emphasize the autoimmune aspects rather than the infectious findings.
	

	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
	3
It is unclear whether this manuscript is intended as a case report or a research article. The structure of the abstract does not follow the typical format of a case report, which usually includes background, case presentation, discussion, and conclusion. If it is a research article, it should include a clear methodology, such as the treatment and control groups, or a systemic approach.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Yes, unless the authors want to change it to “autoimmune encephalitis with infection”
	

	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
	4
The background is sufficient. It would be better if emphasizing the importance of nursing care and the potential consequences if nursing management is inadequate.
	

	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
	3
It is unclear whether this manuscript is case report or research article. However the aim for this manuscript was clear if it is a case report. This manuscript has no hypothesis as research article.
	

	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
	4
The literature review is generally relevant; however, it would be better if this manuscript has more recent references to ensure it is up to date (the description of pediatric nutritional status assessment with standard references such as WHO/CDC according to age, tounge pressor in management of pediatric seizure as this is not routinely recommended practice, re-evaluate the statement of the use of cold compresses/ice packs placed at large vessels to provide appropriate evidence-based references, as it is differs from current guidelines recommend tepid sponging rather than ice application due to potential discomfort and vasoconstriction effects. Clarification and supporting literature are necessary to readers.)
	

	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
	N/A
The methodology is not clearly described. If this manuscript is intended as a research article, a well-defined methodology are expected. However, the content appears to describe a single case, which is more consistent with a case report.
	

	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
	2
There is no clear statement regarding informed consent obtained from the patient’s guardian.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The results are presented clearly and easy to understand.
	

	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


	4
The figure could be better with presentation of clinical appearance of the child to enchance the educational value of autoimmune encephalitis.
	

	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
	4
The discussion generally relates to the literature, some could benefit with deeper comparison and more recent references.
	

	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
	2
There was no conclusion paragraph after discussion
	

	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
	2
There was no clear limitation of the study. The authors can include single case limitation for example.
	

	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
	4
The number of references is adequate, and the cited literature is generally recent.
	

	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
	5
Yes, The manuscript is written in clear and understandable language
	




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.

	Yes
The title is generally appropriate
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No
The abstract should be adjusted to the specific article type. The current abstract does not fully reflect the expected structure of a case report.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
The manuscript is generally scientifically correct.
	

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

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

	Yes
All the references sufficient and recent enough
	

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

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

	Yes
The informed consent from the patient’s guardian is not clearly stated
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Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript presents an interesting case and is generally well written. However, there are several important issues that need to be addressed before acceptance, particularly the lack of clear informed consent from the patient’s guardian, absence of a limitations section, and the need for clarification in the title and well-structured abstract. Minor improvements in figure and an current evidence-based practice ( assesment of pediatric nutritional status, tounge pressor in management of pediatric seizure, warm/cold sponging) are also recommended.
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