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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 is valuable to the scientific community because it demonstrates that simultaneous closed reduction of complex zygomatic and mandibular fractures can achieve excellent outcomes without ORIF in selected patients. The case challenges the routine preference for open surgical fixation and supports individualized treatment planning based on fracture stability and occlusal restoration. In addition, the detailed clinical and follow-up findings provide useful educational guidance for maxillofacial surgeons managing similar traumatic injuries. 
	


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
	5

The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the unusual clinical approach and key findings of the study. 
	

	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
	5

The abstract summarizes the background, case details, intervention, outcomes, and clinical significance effectively. 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

The keywords are relevant; however, adding terms such as “closed reduction” or “intermaxillary fixation” may improve indexing and 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
	5

The introduction provides sufficient clinical background, literature context, classification systems, and rationale for the study. 
	

	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
	5

The objective is clearly stated and logically connected to the clinical challenge addressed in the report. 
	

	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
	5

The literature review is relevant, up to date, and includes recent evidence supporting both ORIF and closed reduction approaches. 
	

	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
	5

The diagnostic workup, surgical procedure, follow-up protocol, and rationale for treatment selection are thoroughly described and appropriate for a case report. 
	

	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
	5

Patient consent and ethical considerations were clearly stated and appropriately addressed. 
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

Results are presented in a structured and measurable manner with objective clinical outcomes and follow-up findings. 
	

	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
	4

Figures and tables are relevant and useful. However, some figure legends and image formatting could be improved for better readability and consistency. 
	

	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
	5

The discussion critically compares the case with previous studies and clearly explains the clinical significance of the chosen management approach. 
	

	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
	5

The conclusions are consistent with the presented findings and appropriately limited to the scope of a single case report. 
	

	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
	5

The manuscript adequately discusses important limitations, including lack of postoperative imaging and limited generalizability. 
	

	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
	4

The references are generally relevant and current. Minor improvement is needed in formatting consistency and verification of some web-based references. 
	

	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
	4

The manuscript is understandable and well organized. Minor grammatical corrections and language polishing are recommended to improve fluency and reduce repetition.
	


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. The title is clear, informative, and accurately reflects the clinical focus and novelty of the case report. 

  The title is appropriate, clear, and effectively highlights the unique minimally invasive management approach used in this case.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes The abstract effectively summarizes the background, clinical presentation, management approach, outcomes, and significance of the case. The abstract is comprehensive and provides a concise summary of the case presentation, treatment strategy, outcomes, and clinical relevance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes The manuscript is scientifically sound, with appropriate clinical reasoning, diagnostic evaluation, treatment planning, and discussion supported by current literature. The manuscript is scientifically well structured with appropriate diagnostic assessment, surgical management, follow-up, and evidence-based discussion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes The references are relevant, adequate in number, and include recent studies that support the discussion and conclusions. The references are relevant, sufficiently recent, and adequately support the scientific discussion and conclusions of the manuscript.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No Ethical considerations were appropriately addressed, including patient consent and adherence to ethical standards. No ethical concerns were identified. Patient consent and ethical considerations were appropriately addressed within the manuscript.
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Susan F.K.al-Sudani, Al-Bayan University, Iraq
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