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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.
	The manuscript presents an interesting and clinically relevant case of a frontal sinus mucocele presenting with diplopia; however, several aspects require refinement to enhance its scientific rigor and clarity. The discussion, although comprehensive, tends to be descriptive rather than critically analytical, with limited integration of recent evidence or comparison with similar reported cases. Imaging findings are adequately described, but inclusion of more detailed radiological interpretation or differential diagnostic considerations would strengthen the report. Additionally, minor issues with language, grammar, and redundancy are noted throughout the manuscript, which affect readability. The conclusion reiterates known facts and could be made more impactful by highlighting specific learning points or clinical implications. Overall, the manuscript is suitable for publication after moderate revision focusing on improving originality, critical discussion, and language quality.
	





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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	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
	Good
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Good
	

	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
	Good
	

	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
	Good
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	        Good
	

	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
	Good
	

	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
	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	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
	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.
	yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.
The abstract is generally informative but could be improved by explicitly highlighting the clinical significance of the case and including more precise outcome details (e.g., duration of follow-up and objective postoperative improvement). Additionally, a clearer statement of the key learning point or clinical takeaway would enhance its impact and completeness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
The manuscript is scientifically sound overall, with accurate description of pathophysiology, clinical presentation, imaging, and management of frontal sinus mucocele. Minor improvements could include adding more recent references and briefly discussing differential diagnoses to further strengthen scientific depth.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.
The references are generally relevant but not sufficiently recent or up-to-date, as most cited studies are older than the last 5–10 years. Recent literature includes updated reviews and case series on paranasal sinus mucoceles and their management, which should be incorporated to strengthen the manuscript’s scientific relevance and contemporary context .
Suggestion:
Include more recent (preferably last 5 years) review articles, clinical studies, or case series focusing on imaging advances, endoscopic management, and long-term outcomes of mucoceles.
	

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

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

	No.
There are no apparent ethical issues in the manuscript. The case report maintains patient anonymity, does not disclose identifiable information, and follows standard clinical reporting practices. However, it would be advisable to explicitly mention informed patient consent and, if applicable, institutional ethical approval to align with journal requirements and strengthen ethical transparency.
	
















PART 3. 

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	While the clinical description and outcome are satisfactory, the manuscript would benefit from moderate revision, particularly to improve the depth of discussion, inclusion of recent literature, and language clarity. It may be considered for publication after revision.
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