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	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 case report highlights an uncommon and often underdiagnosed corneal endothelial disorder presenting with misleading anterior segment findings. By demonstrating how posterior polymorphous corneal dystrophy (PPCD) may initially manifest as an epithelial lesion, the manuscript reinforces the importance of comprehensive corneal layer evaluation in atypical cases. The report adds clinical value by emphasizing multimodal imaging, particularly AS-OCT and specular microscopy, in reaching an accurate diagnosis. Such documentation is relevant for cornea specialists and general ophthalmologists to prevent misdiagnosis and delayed management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript.
However, it may be strengthened by indicating the atypical presentation. My suggestion: 
Posterior Polymorphous Corneal Dystrophy Presenting as an Epithelial Lesion: A 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.


	The abstract is generally well structured and covers the background, case presentation, discussion, and conclusion adequately. However, minor improvements are suggested:

· The clinical significance of misdiagnosis could be emphasised more clearly in the background.

· The management plan and outcome could be stated more explicitly in the case presentation section.

· Minor grammatical polishing is required.

No major additions are necessary.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The clinical findings, diagnostic approach, use of multimodal imaging, and interpretation are consistent with the current understanding of PPCD. The discussion accurately reflects known pathophysiology, clinical variability, and management strategies. The conclusions are well supported by the clinical findings and imaging evidence presented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are adequate, relevant, and include recent literature. The cited studies appropriately support the discussion on epidemiology, imaging, and management. No mandatory additional references are required, although the inclusion of one more recent review article on endothelial dystrophies could further strengthen the discussion.
	

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


	The overall language quality is acceptable for scholarly publication. However, minor grammatical errors, spelling mistakes, and formatting inconsistencies are present throughout the manuscript (e.g., punctuation spacing, pluralisation, and occasional typographical errors). A thorough language and copy-editing revision is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figures are relevant and add value; however, figure legends should be standardised and slightly expanded for clarity.

· Consistency in terminology (e.g., use of abbreviations such as PPCD, AS-OCT) should be ensured throughout the manuscript.

· Minor formatting issues are noted in the discussion and references section.


	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)
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	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	


Reviewer details:

Ankit Sanjay Varshney, Shree Bhartimaiya College of Optometry, India

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


