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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 addresses a clinically important and under-recognized aspect of traumatic brain injury by highlighting the high prevalence of ocular involvement (58.14%) and its association with visual impairment . It provides valuable data from a resource-limited setting, contributing to the global understanding of TBI-related ocular morbidity. However, limitations such as the cross-sectional design and modest sample size reduce the strength and generalizability of the conclusions. Overall, the study is relevant to the scientific community and underscores the need for integrated ophthalmic evaluation in TBI management.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The title is clear, concise, and appropriately reflects the study population, setting, and key focus on ocular injuries in traumatic brain injury patients. However, it could be further improved by indicating the study design (e.g., cross-sectional) or key outcome (prevalence/patterns) to enhance specificity and scientific clarity.

	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The keywords are relevant and reflect the core themes of the manuscript, including ocular injuries, traumatic brain injury, and neuro-ophthalmic manifestations. They are useful for indexing and retrieval. However, inclusion of additional terms such as “prevalence,” “patterns,” or “Glasgow Coma Scale” could further enhance discoverability.

	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The background is generally well-structured and provides adequate context regarding the burden of ocular injuries and their association with traumatic brain injury. It appropriately highlights the knowledge gap, particularly in the Zambian setting. However, the section could be further strengthened by more critical synthesis of existing literature and clearer justification of the study objectives.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The research objectives are clearly stated and aligned with the study aims, particularly in assessing the prevalence, patterns, and correlation with the Glasgow Coma Scale. However, explicit hypotheses are not clearly defined, and their inclusion could strengthen the scientific rigor and clarity of the study design.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review is relevant and incorporates studies from diverse geographical settings, providing a useful context for comparison. It includes both foundational and recent references, supporting the study rationale. However, a more critical appraisal of conflicting findings and inclusion of additional recent high-impact studies could further strengthen its depth and currency.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The cross-sectional study design is appropriate for assessing the prevalence and patterns of ocular injuries in TBI patients. The use of structured data collection and statistical analysis, including logistic regression, is suitable for identifying associated factors. However, the methodology could be strengthened by incorporating longitudinal follow-up, more advanced ophthalmic assessments, and a larger sample size to improve robustness and generalizability.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The results are presented in a clear and organized manner with appropriate use of tables and descriptive statistics. Key findings, including prevalence and significant associations, are adequately highlighted. However, clarity could be further improved by simplifying some tables, ensuring consistency in data presentation, and providing more concise interpretation alongside the results.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The tables and figures are relevant and support the presentation of key findings, particularly in illustrating prevalence, patterns, and associations. They are generally clear and appropriately used. However, some tables appear dense and could benefit from simplification, improved labeling, and consistency in formatting to enhance readability.

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	good
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title is suitable as it clearly reflects the study focus, population, and setting. It is concise and informative, making it appropriate for the article.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: Yes
The abstract is comprehensive, covering the key elements of the study including aims, methodology, results, and conclusions in a clear and structured manne

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: Yes, with minor concerns
The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, with appropriate methodology, analysis, and interpretation of results. However, minor improvements could include clearer handling of potential confounders, more detailed justification of statistical choices, and acknowledgment of limitations related to diagnostic methods and sample size to further strengthen scientific rigor.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: Yes
The references are generally sufficient and include a mix of foundational and relatively recent studies, adequately supporting the study context and discussion.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	Answer: NO
There are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript. Ethical approval, informed consent, and adherence to established research guidelines are clearly stated and appropriately followed.

	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a relevant and underexplored topic, particularly in a resource-limited setting, and provides useful preliminary data on ocular involvement in TBI patients. While the study is methodologically sound overall, its impact is somewhat limited by the cross-sectional design, relatively small sample size, and lack of advanced ophthalmic diagnostic tools. Some sections, particularly the discussion, would benefit from deeper critical analysis and tighter language. I would recommend acceptance after minor revisions focusing on improving clarity, strengthening interpretation, and refining presentation of results.
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