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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 addresses cerebral vasospasm following tumor craniotomy, a complication that is clinically important yet often under-recognized in neurosurgical practice. By systematically synthesizing evidence from published case reports and case series, the authors provide a consolidated overview of patient characteristics, tumor- and surgery-related risk factors, diagnostic approaches, management strategies, and outcomes. This work is valuable for the scientific and clinical community as it highlights early warning signs and predisposing factors that may aid in timely recognition and intervention, potentially improving patient outcomes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The phrase critical yet overlooked is somewhat subjective and could be interpreted as editorial. A more neutral wording may strengthen the scientific tone.
	

	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 generally comprehensive and well structured, covering the background, objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions of the review.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and the methods used are appropriate for the study design. The search strategy, study selection, data extraction, and synthesis are generally consistent with the objectives of a systematic review based on case reports and case series. However, given the descriptive nature of the included evidence, some conclusions particularly regarding risk factors and management effectiveness should be interpreted cautiously and framed accordingly. With minor clarifications and careful wording to avoid causal inferences, the manuscript can be considered scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references cited are generally sufficient and appropriate for the scope of the manuscript. The authors have included a comprehensive range of classical and contemporary studies.
	

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

	The overall language and English quality of the manuscript are suitable for scholarly communication, and the content is generally understandable. However, there are several instances of grammatical inconsistencies, awkward phrasing, and minor typographical errors throughout the text, particularly in the abstract and discussion sections
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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