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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 presents a rare case of neonatal mumps, which is infrequently reported in the literature, particularly in African settings. The report adds valuable clinical insight into the presentation, diagnostic considerations, and management of this uncommon condition. Given the declining global incidence of mumps due to vaccination, documentation of such cases remains important for awareness, especially in regions with variable immunization coverage. Overall, the manuscript contributes meaningfully to pediatric infectious disease literature by highlighting the need for clinical vigilance in neonates presenting with parotid swelling and fever.

	




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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	




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

	

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

	Yes, but minor revision is needed to improve clarity and flow, particularly in sentence structure and wording.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes,  although some areas in the discussion would benefit from clearer linkage between cited literature and the presented case.


	

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

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

	Yes
	

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

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

	No
	




PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript addresses an uncommon but clinically relevant condition. The case is clearly described, and the discussion provides a reasonable overview of existing literature. However, several aspects require improvement before publication.

First, the language needs careful revision. There are multiple grammatical inconsistencies, awkward sentence constructions, and minor typographical errors that affect readability. Professional English editing is recommended.

Second, the discussion section is informative but could be better structured. Some paragraphs are overly long and contain repetitive information. The authors should aim to synthesize the literature more concisely and directly relate it to their index case.

Third, the manuscript would benefit from a clearer statement of its contribution, particularly in the introduction and conclusion. While the rarity is emphasized, a stronger argument regarding its clinical implications would improve the impact.

Then, the limitations of the case (e.g., limited laboratory confirmation due to resource constraints) should be more explicitly acknowledged.

While the manuscript appropriately emphasizes the importance of vaccination in preventing mumps infection, the discussion could be further strengthened by adopting a more comprehensive and context-sensitive perspective. In many low-resource or vaccine-hesitant settings, barriers to immunization may include access limitations, sociocultural beliefs, or individual concerns regarding vaccine safety.
Therefore, the authors are encouraged to briefly acknowledge these factors and emphasize complementary preventive strategies. These may include early recognition of symptoms, infection control measures, maternal health optimization, and strengthening caregiver education. Such additions would make the manuscript more applicable across diverse clinical and public health contexts.
Additionally, it may be helpful to highlight the importance of individualized patient counseling and shared decision-making between healthcare providers and caregivers, especially in settings where vaccine uptake is suboptimal.
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