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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 manuscript is significant as it highlights a rare yet severe sports-related ocular injury that may be overlooked during initial assessment. By sharing the clinical details and outcome, it helps doctors see warning signs sooner and think about injuries that aren't obvious. It also reinforces the need for prevention through protective measures, which has clear public health value.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Unveiling Hidden Threats in Sports-Related Ocular Trauma: A Case Report”, is eye‑catching but a bit unclear. For a scientific case report, clarity and precision usually work better than dramatic phrasing. Since the manuscript focuses on a rare posterior scleral rupture that was initially difficult to detect, the title should highlight that unique aspect. An alternative title could be, “Occult Posterior Scleral Rupture Following Sports-Related Orbit-Palpebral Trauma: 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 but could be improved for clarity and impact. Presenting it in a table format makes it look unusual and harder to read; a simple narrative style would be more effective. The focus should remain on the unique finding of an occult posterior scleral rupture, which is the key teaching point of the case. The list of anterior segment injuries is too detailed for an abstract and could be shortened to “extensive anterior segment involvement.” Adding a brief mention of the poor visual outcome would strengthen the abstract by showing the clinical significance of the case. Overall, simplifying the language, removing repetition, and highlighting the rare posterior injury with its outcome would make the abstract sharper and more engaging.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct in terms of its clinical content and references. The case is presented logically, with clear documentation of the patient’s findings, imaging, surgical exploration, and outcome. The discussion is supported by relevant literature, and the mechanisms of ocular trauma, classification of injuries, and management principles are consistent with established ophthalmic knowledge. Minor issues include some repetition of epidemiological data, occasional grammatical errors, and inconsistent reference formatting, but these do not affect the scientific accuracy. Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and provides a valid contribution to the literature on sports-related ocular trauma.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The scientific value of the manuscript is strengthened by the numerous recent studies up to 2023–2025 and the generally adequate number of references. Epidemiology, ocular trauma mechanisms, management approaches, and preventive measures are all covered. Nevertheless, there are a few problems: some sources (like ResearchGate links) are not suitable for formal citation, formatting is erratic, and some references are repeated (for example, Zhang et al. appears twice).

	

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


	Although the article's language is comprehensible, its current form is not entirely appropriate for scholarly communication. The text feels less polished because of a number of grammatical mistakes, awkward phrases, and irregular sentence structures. Phrases like "the extent of damage depends on the energy" and "it ranges from minor to severe", for instance, need to be corrected. Long, complicated sentences that could be made clearer are also present in the abstract and discussion sections.
Although the manuscript would benefit from extensive language editing to enhance grammar, flow, and readability, the scientific content is strong overall. The English quality can be raised to the level required for academic publications with careful editing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No.
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