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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.
	The manuscript describes a clinically important presentation of severe hypokalemia-associated quadriparesis with prominent ECG abnormalities. The rapid neurological recovery following potassium replacement is an important clinical message. The ECG image and serial potassium measurements add value to the report. However, the manuscript requires substantial revision before it can be considered suitable for publication.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

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

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

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

	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


	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	




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.

	
	

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

	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Comments:
1. The diagnosis of “hypokalemic periodic paralysis” is insufficiently established. The patient is 55 years old, with no history of previous attacks, no family history of periodic paralysis or sudden death, and no genetic confirmation. Therefore, the authors should be cautious about calling this primary hypokalemic periodic paralysis.
2. The manuscript claims that renal tubular acidosis, Gitelman syndrome, Bartter syndrome, and hyperaldosteronism were excluded. However, the data presented are insufficient to support this conclusion.
3. The manuscript describes “mild metabolic alkalosis” in the abstract/introduction. However, the reported ABG is: pH 7.40, pCO₂ 32 mmHg, HCO₃⁻ 19.8 mmol/L and BE −5.0 mmol/L.  These values do not demonstrate metabolic alkalosis.
4. The ABG reports Na⁺ 120 mmol/L and ionized Ca²⁺ 0.70 mmol/L, while the serum laboratory results show sodium 139.5 mmol/L. Explain this discrepancy. Similarly, ionized calcium of 0.70 mmol/L is markedly low if accurate and would potentially have important ECG implications.
5. The manuscript repeatedly refers to: “pseudo sinus appearance”. “Pseudo-sinus appearance” is unclear and should be removed or explained.  Avoid unusual terminology unless it is supported by a reference and clearly defined. 
6. The mechanistic discussion is overly complicated and contains inaccuracies. For example, the manuscript states: “profound hypokalemia creates a profound hyperpolarization. However, this paradoxically results in a maintained depolarization”. This needs much clearer explanation.
7. The manuscript also overstates exclusion of Guillain–Barré syndrome. No CSF analysis, nerve conduction study, or EMG appears to have been performed. Therefore, the manuscript should mention that “The absence of sensory symptoms, preserved reflexes, severe hypokalemia, and rapid complete recovery following potassium replacement made GBS considerably less likely.”
8. The Hepatitis B finding is distracting. The manuscript devotes considerable attention to incidental reactive HBsAg. This has no demonstrated relationship to the neurological presentation.
9. The abstract currently contains many grammatical errors. For example: “Quadri nerve palsy due to deep tendon preserved reflexes represents an obscure diagnostic pitfall...” This is not appropriate.

	

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

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

	
	

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

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