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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 case study tackles a significant and frequently overlooked diagnostic issue in maxillofacial trauma: the inability of traditional CT imaging to identify dry wooden foreign bodies. The idea that radiolucent organic elements might be readily overlooked despite sophisticated imaging, resulting in delayed diagnosis and morbidity, is reaffirmed in the manuscript. The study provides important clinical information for radiologists, emergency physicians, and oral and maxillofacial surgeons by connecting clinical suspicion with imaging errors and surgical results. The example highlights the ongoing importance of surgical investigation and clinical judgment when imaging results are equivocal.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No change is required as the title is apt
	

	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 thorough, organized, and easy to understand. The background, case description, management, debate, and conclusion are all suitably covered. A brief discussion of the clinical implications, particularly the significance of retaining suspicion in spite of negative imaging, could improve the abstract. Its impact would be increased by adding a sentence highlighting the lesson for clinicians. There is no need to remove anything.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is sound in terms of science. Relevant literature supports the logical presentation of the clinical presentation, diagnostic reasoning, imaging interpretation, and surgical care. It provides a suitable explanation of the CT attenuation values of wooden foreign bodies and backs up claims with reliable sources. Hounsfield Unit variations in dry versus hydrated wood can be accurately and therapeutically explained. For accuracy, small discrepancies in foreign body length (3.5 cm vs. 5 cm) should be explained.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references, which include both conventional and contemporary research, are adequate, pertinent, and well-balanced. The majority of citations, which address imaging, diagnostic pitfalls, and management, are suitable for a case report. Although some of the references are a little out of date, they are fundamental and well-founded.
	

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


	In general, the language is understandable and appropriate for academic writing. There are occasional typographical discrepancies, minor grammatical errors, and spacing problems (e.g., punctuation spacing, capitalization, figure labeling). With expert language editing, these can be readily fixed. Readability is good overall.
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