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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 manuscript highlights a rare but clinically significant late complication of periorbital necrotizing fasciitis—bilateral cicatricial ectropion. The case contributes to existing literature by emphasizing long-term functional and reconstructive sequelae rather than acute management alone. It reinforces the importance of multidisciplinary care, timely reconstruction, and individualized surgical planning in elderly and immunocompromised patients. Such reports are valuable for ophthalmologists, maxillofacial surgeons, and ENT specialists involved in periocular infections and reconstruction.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally appropriate and reflects the content accurately.
	

	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 structured and informative; however, minor improvements are recommended:

· Clarify the timeline between acute infection and development of ectropion.

· Briefly mention the surgical technique (full-thickness skin graft) in the management section.

· Correct minor grammatical inconsistencies for clarity and flow.

Overall, no major deletions are required.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The clinical presentation, diagnostic workup, management strategy, and surgical reconstruction are appropriate and consistent with current standards. The discussion correctly classifies ectropion and aligns reconstructive options with accepted oculoplastic principles. Minor repetition between sections could be reduced to improve coherence.
	

	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 well-recognized sources. The inclusion of both classical and contemporary literature strengthens the discussion.
Consider adding 1–2 recent (last 5 years) reviews on periocular necrotizing fasciitis or cicatricial ectropion reconstruction to further enhance contemporary relevance.
	

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


	The language is understandable but requires moderate grammatical and stylistic revision. Issues include sentence structure, punctuation, and occasional redundancy. Professional language editing is recommended before acceptance.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is clinically valuable and publishable after minor revisions addressing language quality and minor structural refinements.
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