
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Case Reports in Medical Science 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JOCRIMS_13666

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Restoring Function After Viral Brain Injury: Physiotherapy In A Rare Case Of Herpes Simplex Encephalitis

	Type of the Article
	Case report


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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 work is a thorough manuscript that tells the case of Herpes Simplex Virus Encephalitis (HSVE) with the atypical presentation of symptoms that mimicked stroke and Parkinsonism. It also addresses the challenge of diagnosing such cases, particularly in resource-poor environments. The paper also mentions the role of combined physiotherapy and cognitive rehabilitation that can bring one remarkable recovery, thus being a convenient neurorehabilitation model for the similar cases. Furthermore, the report keeps reminding of the necessity of early detection and collaboration among the medical team to provide a better prognosis which is an area of knowledge about adult HSVE rehabilitation that is particularly poorly represented in Africa. This case report supplies real-life strategies and implementation of functional gains that could be potential sources for future clinical and research directions in neurorehabilitation.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. It effectively summarizes the manuscript's core focus and contribution.
	

	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.


	The abstract is ok, though it could be made better by highlighting the good outcomes of the rehabilitation program. One more sentence, briefly describing the key intervention as well as its result, would help in making the abstract more understandable. To be specific, the benefits of a physiotherapy program of only eight weeks leading to considerable improvements would have been the best way to show the abstract. By this modification, the abstract would have communicated more powerfully that it is possible to achieve a noticeable recovery after a severe traumatic brain injury through intensive neurorehabilitation.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and shows strong scientific rigor. It presents a clear and logical case that tracks the journey from initial misdiagnosis to correct diagnosis, treatment, and rehabilitation.The use of validated measures like MMSE, BBS, DGI, and Barthel Index to document the patient's deficits and recovery adds solid objective evidence to the findings. The detailed description of the rehabilitation protocol, including the duration and progression of exercises, supports reproducibility. The discussion situates the case within existing literature, cites relevant guidelines, and acknowledges the challenges of diagnosing HSE. Overall, the methodology, reporting, and interpretation are scientifically correct.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include a mix of foundational, highly-cited works and more recent publications, which is appropriate for a case report.
	

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


	Yes, the language is clear, professional, and entirely suitable for scholarly communication
	

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


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	
The manuscript does not show any ethical issues. The authors state that they obtained written informed consent from the patient and confirm that they followed ethical principles and obtained the necessary approval according to international or university standards. The patient's information was anonymized to ensure confidentiality.
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