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	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 explores a clinically relevant case of intraocular cysticercosis with subretinal and vitreous involvement, emphasizing the challenges in diagnosis and surgical management. Given the endemic nature of cysticercosis in developing countries, this case highlights the need for ophthalmologists to maintain a high index of suspicion when dealing with atypical intraocular presentations. It adds value by describing the combined surgical approach and clinical outcome, thus serving as an educational resource for retina specialists and general ophthalmologists. However, for broader scientific impact, the case needs to be better contextualized within existing literature.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Current Title: Intraocular Cysticercosis with subretinal and vitreous involvement – a rare case report.

Assessment: Partially suitable. While informative, it lacks scientific sharpness and proper capitalization.

Suggested Title: Intraocular Cysticercosis with Concurrent Subretinal and Vitreous Involvement: A Rare Case Report


	

	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.


	Assessment: The abstract lacks structure, depth, and specific outcomes. Important elements such as patient demographics, diagnostic approach, surgical details, and outcome are too vague or missing.

Suggestions:

1. Add age and clinical presentation.

2. Briefly describe the diagnostic modality confirming cysticercosis.

3. Highlight the surgical approach and postoperative visual outcome.

4. Conclude with a statement on clinical significance or learning point.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Assessment: The manuscript is broadly scientifically accurate but suffers from several limitations:

· Lack of a thorough differential diagnosis discussion.

· Poor integration of current scientific literature.

· Surgical approach and techniques lack sufficient detail.

· Follow-up period and visual prognosis are inadequately elaborated.

Suggestions:

· Expand on pathophysiology, imaging interpretation, and confirmatory diagnostic methods.

· Provide clearer intraoperative findings and rationale for surgical choices.

· Include visual acuity trends over time.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Assessment: References are inadequate in both number and recency. Some cited articles are outdated, and the reference formatting is inconsistent.

Suggestions:

· Include at least 3–4 recent (last 5 years) peer-reviewed publications on intraocular cysticercosis.

· Add references on surgical management of vitreoretinal cysticercosis.

· Reformat references to follow journal style strictly.


	

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


	Assessment: No. The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, punctuation issues, and awkward phrasing. Sentence construction is often unclear or redundant.

Examples:

· Replace “associated with” with “presenting with.”

· Use “posterior segment” instead of “back of the eye.”

· Proofread thoroughly for typos and ensure clarity of medical terminology.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· Consider converting this report into a more structured format (Introduction, Case Presentation, Discussion, Conclusion).

· Include fundus photographs, OCT or B-scan images, and intraoperative visuals if possible.

· Strengthen the discussion by comparing this case with similar published reports.

· Add a concise conclusion summarizing the takeaway message for clinical practice.

This manuscript has potential due to the clinical rarity of the case, but it requires significant improvements in structure, language, scientific discussion, and referencing before it is suitable for publication.
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