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	Author’s Feedback (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 an important and under-reported topic in Sub-Saharan Africa: surgical outcomes and prognostic factors for traumatic retinal detachment. The 10-year data from a tertiary hospital in Northern Tanzania add valuable insights into a setting where resources are limited, trauma-related blindness is a significant burden, and epidemiological data are scarce. The findings on predictors of anatomical and functional success provide clinically relevant information for ophthalmologists, particularly those working in similar environments. The work can help shape management strategies, patient counseling, and future preventive measures in resource-limited contexts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
	The title is clear, informative, and appropriate. It accurately reflects the content of the study. No modification is necessary.
	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured, with clear presentation of aim, methods, results, and conclusion. However, it could be made more concise by avoiding repetition of statistical details. For instance, instead of reporting both crude and adjusted outcomes in the abstract, only the adjusted (clinically meaningful) predictors might be highlighted. This would improve readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is appropriate for a retrospective cohort design, and the statistical analyses (generalized linear models with Poisson family and log link) are correctly applied. The results are presented in a clear manner, and the discussion relates findings to existing literature while also highlighting regional differences. One limitation that could be more explicitly discussed is the relatively long delay between trauma and surgery in many cases, which might have influenced visual outcomes. Additionally, the significant proportion of unrecorded causes of injury deserves further consideration, as it impacts interpretation of epidemiological patterns.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate and up to date, with inclusion of both regional African and international studies. A few more recent references from the last 5 years from low- and middle-income countries could strengthen the context (e.g., more African cohorts on ocular trauma and retinal detachment outcomes, if available). Otherwise, coverage is satisfactory.
	

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


	The language is overall understandable and acceptable for scholarly communication. A few minor grammatical corrections and smoother transitions in the discussion would further improve readability, but the meaning is consistently clear.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is valuable and provides novel data from a region with limited published work in this field. Clarifying a few methodological aspects (definition of functional success, handling of missing data) and improving the flow of the discussion would enhance the manuscript. The figures and tables are appropriate, though Figure 1 could be better formatted for clarity. Overall, the work is solid and should be of interest to the readership.
Recommendation: Minor Revision
The study is scientifically robust and well-presented. Minor revisions in language polishing, 
abstract conciseness, and a stronger emphasis on certain limitations will further strengthen the manuscript.
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