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	Reviewer’s comment
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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 highlights a rare and clinically significant presentation of systemic lupus erythematosus, where massive ascites and lupus peritonitis represent the initial manifestation. Such atypical presentations are diagnostically challenging and often lead to delays in appropriate management. By systematically excluding more common etiologies of ascites and correlating clinical, laboratory, and imaging findings, the authors provide valuable insight for clinicians managing unexplained ascites, particularly in young women. The case contributes to existing literature by reinforcing the need to consider autoimmune causes in serosal effusions of unclear origin.
	

	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.
It is concise, specific, and clinically informative.
“Massive Ascites as the Initial Manifestation of Systemic Lupus Erythematosus: 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 comprehensive and summarizes the background, clinical presentation, diagnostic reasoning, and treatment outcome. However, it requires minor revision for clarity and language accuracy.

Suggestions:

· Reduce repetitive general statements about SLE.

· Improve grammatical accuracy and sentence structure.

· Clearly state the diagnostic criteria used (2019 EULAR/ACR) in one sentence.

· Replace unclear phrases such as “still had be reported” with grammatically correct alternatives.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and the diagnostic approach is appropriate. The authors correctly excluded infectious, malignant, hepatic, cardiac, and renal causes of ascites before concluding lupus peritonitis. Use of immunological markers (ANA, anti-dsDNA, complement levels) and application of the 2019 EULAR/ACR classification criteria strengthen the diagnosis.

However, some points require clarification:

· Units and terminology should be standardized (e.g., eGFR instead of “DFG”).

· Proteinuria values are inconsistently reported (g/L vs mg/24 h).

· Macrocytic anemia and folate deficiency are mentioned but not adequately discussed.

· SAAG value is discussed theoretically but not reported for the patient.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant, appropriate, and largely up to date, including recent review articles and classical case reports. The total number of references is sufficient for a case report.

Minor suggestions:

· Ensure uniform formatting of references.

· Complete truncated references


	

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


	The manuscript requires moderate language revision. While the scientific content is understandable, there are frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and typographical issues that reduce readability.

· Examples:

· “tow thirds” → two-thirds
· “cutaneouss” → cutaneous
· “had be reported” → have been reported
Professional English editing is strongly recommended before acceptance.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The case is relevant and educational but would benefit from clearer structure and tighter language.

Figures should be referenced more precisely in the text.

Ethical approval and informed consent should be explicitly stated, even for a case report.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No major ethical concerns are identified. However, the manuscript should explicitly state that written informed consent was obtained from the patient for publication, including imaging.
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