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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 study underscores a critical public health concern regarding the unsafe use of soft contact lenses due to a lack of professional oversight and poor hygiene practices. Its findings reveal an alarmingly high rate of preventable complications, such as corneal neovascularization, which was observed in the vast majority of patients. The research serves as an essential call to action for eye care professionals, emphasizing the non-negotiable need for proper medical fitting, comprehensive patient education, and consistent follow-up to ensure patient safety. Furthermore, it contributes valuable data from an understudied region, confirming that these risks are a pervasive global issue.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, professional, and directly reflects the primary aim, but could be improved to “The Critical Role of Clinical Assessment in Preventing Complications from Non-Medicalized Soft Contact Lens Fitting" 
More academic and comprehensive
	

	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 and organized overview of the study’s core elements. To further strengthen its quality and communicative power, the following refinements are recommended:

· The incomplete finding regarding subjective discomfort should be finished (e.g., “…reported by 65% of patients”).

· Including the sample size at the beginning of the Results would provide useful context.

· The prevalence of the primary hypoxic complication, such as corneal neovascularization, should be explicitly stated.

· Enhancing the logical connection between the Results and Conclusion by directly associating inadequate fitting and hygiene practices with the observed complications would improve coherence.

· The keyword list should be revised by eliminating the empty entry and potentially incorporating more targeted terms such as “corneal complications” or “patient education.”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is methodologically sound and scientifically valid. It maintains rigorous research standards, with a clear logical flow connecting its objectives, methods, results, and conclusions. The data are accurately interpreted within the scope of a descriptive study, and the conclusions are well-supported by the evidence. Any limitations noted are consistent with those typical of this study type and do not undermine the overall validity of the work.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are appropriate and up-to-date, featuring authoritative and pertinent sources that support the study's content. To further enhance the relevance and impact of the manuscript, incorporating a select number of recent publications focused on toric lens fitting, measured compliance behaviors, and international fitting practices is recommended.
	

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


	A professional proofreading or minor editing to refine grammar, syntax, and style. This will elevate the clarity and professionalism of the writing without altering the scientific content.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	There is no evidence of ethical misconduct or oversight.
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