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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 (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 presents a focused analysis of eyelid coloboma reconstruction utilizing the Tenzel semicircular advancement flap, a technique widely recognized for its efficacy in addressing moderate-sized upper eyelid defects. Eyelid coloboma, a rare congenital anomaly characterized by partial absence of eyelid tissue, poses both functional and aesthetic challenges, particularly in preserving corneal integrity and achieving satisfactory lid closure. The surgical approach adheres to established reconstructive principles, emphasizing tissue preservation, anatomical restoration, and minimal donor site morbidity. The Tenzel flap, designed along semicircular lateral trajectory, allows for tension-free closure while maintaining eyelid contour and function. This article contributes to the clinical literature by reaffirming the versatility of Tenzel technique in pediatric cases. Additionally, comparative insights into alternative reconstructive options-such as Mustarde rotational flaps or direct closure with lateral canthotomy provide a broader surgical context.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title of the article is suitable.
	

	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 of the article comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and recent. However, the reference list requires substantial revision. While the titles of the cited articles are correct, several entries lack complete author information, and et al. are not used where appropriate. Additionally, all hyperlinks are invalid, one article is cited twice, and there are inconsistencies in journal issue numbers and page ranges. These issues affect the accuracy, traceability,
and formal integrity of the bibliography.
	

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

	Optional/General comments
	The manuscript presents a well-structured and scientifically relevant contribution. I recommend acceptance with revision, requesting the author to thoroughly revise the reference list to ensure compliance with the journal citation standards and to enhance the accessibility of the cited sources.
I recommend preserving Reference No. 10, as it includes the author s name, and removing Reference No.5, which is a duplicate of reference No. 10. This adjustment will preserve the numbering and order of in-text citations and avoid any disruption to the manuscript structure. Please ensure that each reference includes full and correct bibliographic details, formatted according to the journal guidelines. A thorough revision of the reference section will strengthen the integrity of your manuscript and facilitate proper indexing.

I look forward to receiving your revised version.
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