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	PART  1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 manuscript provides a timely and comprehensive narrative review of pediatric meningitis, integrating epidemiology, pathogenesis, diagnostic advances, and contemporary management strategies across both high- and low-resource settings. It synthesizes two decades of literature and incorporates modern developments such as multiplex molecular diagnostics, vaccine-era epidemiology, antimicrobial stewardship, and long-term neurodevelopmental outcomes. The topic remains of major global clinical relevance given the persistent mortality and disability burden of childhood meningitis. The review therefore has clear educational and practical value for pediatricians, infectious disease physicians, neurologists, and global health practitioners.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes. The title accurately reflects the scope and content of the manuscript. If desired, a slightly more specific alternative could be: “Pediatric Meningitis: Contemporary Epidemiology, Pathogenesis, Diagnosis, and Evidence-Based Management in the Vaccine Era.”
	

	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 clear, balanced, and appropriately structured for a narrative review. It summarizes burden, mechanisms, diagnostics, management principles, and health inequities effectively. Minor suggestions: •	Consider briefly stating that this is a narrative review with literature from 2000–2025 to clarify methodology. •	A short concluding sentence highlighting “clinical implications” or “key practice messages” may strengthen the abstract’s impact. No deletions are required.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, yes. The manuscript is scientifically sound, evidence-based, and internally consistent. Pathophysiology, diagnostic pathways, and treatment recommendations align with contemporary guidelines and major reviews. The discussion of molecular diagnostics, vaccination impact, adjunctive steroids, and outcomes is well supported by citations. Minor points for improvement: •	Clarify when recommendations derive from adult data extrapolated to children (e.g., some ICP management or steroid evidence). •	In a few areas, distinguish more explicitly between evidence-based recommendations vs. expert consensus, particularly in supportive/neurocritical care sections. •	Consider adding a brief table summarizing empiric antimicrobial regimens by age group for clinical clarity. No major scientific inaccuracies were identified.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The references are extensive, relevant, and include many recent (2020–2025) publications, which strengthens the manuscript’s currency. Both foundational and contemporary studies are cited appropriately. Optional additions: •	Recent WHO/UNICEF or global meningitis roadmap policy documents for public health framing •	A recent pediatric stewardship guideline or consensus statement, if available Otherwise, the reference list is adequate and well curated.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Yes. The manuscript is written in clear, professional academic English. Terminology is appropriate and consistent. Minor stylistic tightening could improve readability in a few longer paragraphs, but overall the quality is suitable for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments
	Strengths:
	•	Logical structure and flow
	•	Strong integration of clinical relevance with global health perspective
	•	Good balance between mechanism and bedside application
	•	Inclusion of modern diagnostics and stewardship considerations
	•	Comprehensive discussion of sequelae and follow-up

Suggestions:
	•	Add 1–2 summary figures or tables (e.g., diagnostic algorithm, empiric therapy by age, or CSF interpretation table)
	•	Consider shortening some long paragraphs to enhance readability
	•	A brief “Key messages” or “Clinical pearls” box could increase educational impact
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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? 
	No. This is a narrative literature review and does not involve human subjects or identifiable data.
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