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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.


	I feel that all this study is reporting is cerebral metastases from uveal melanoma. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Cerebral ‘extension’ to me implies contiguous spread from the eye. I don’t think that that has necessarily been shown; these metastases probably spread haematogenously from the primary tumour, as the authors indeed say is most likely the case.
	

	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.


	Yes. Although the statement that the tumour was successfully treated with neurosurgery is not described in the article.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This is written very much like a examination report, not like a scientific article with introduction, aims, results and discussion. The whole history and examination should be condensed and rewritten into a more succinct and pertinent case report. And what happened to them neurosurgically, including the follow up, which is mentioned only briefly.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No – for instance, there are no references whatsoever for any of the treatment modalities that are discussed.
	

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


	Yes the language is fine but all the abbreviations in the history and examination are not explained – all abbreviations should be first written out in full before abbreviating them.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I would like to see the results rewritten as a much more succinct case report with only the pertinent features described, and I would like to see a much better discussion, properly referenced, and some explanation of the neurosurgical treatment and follow up so we can judge if indeed that has been successful.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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