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Optional/General comments 
 

 

Summary 

The article "Grade III ptosis revealing congenital orbital encephalocele" presents a case study of a rare congenital malformation, highlighting a 48-
year-old patient diagnosed with orbital encephalocele after experiencing rapidly worsening ptosis in the right eye. The authors provide a thorough 
discussion of the clinical, diagnostic, therapeutic, and prognostic aspects of this condition, emphasizing the necessity for surgical intervention and 
long-term follow-up. This case report contributes valuable insights into an uncommon condition, illustrating its potential impact on ocular function 
and the importance of timely treatment. 

Structure and Presentation 

The article is well-structured and begins with a clear introduction to orbital encephalocele, including its prevalence, associated clinical complications, 
and diagnostic approaches. The case report itself is detailed and supported by imaging evidence, offering a precise depiction of the patient’s 
condition and the findings of the cranio-orbital MRI. 

Treatment Approach and Prognosis 

The authors adequately cover the surgical treatment approach, including the resection of herniated tissue and skull base reconstruction. However, 
the discussion of factors influencing patient prognosis could be broadened. In particular, while the paper touches on the importance of surgical 
timing, other critical factors such as patient nutrition and the optimization of micronutrient levels are not explored. Research has indicated that 
optimized levels of specific micronutrients can positively influence recovery and survival rates in neurological and ocular conditions. 

Suggested Additions for a Broader Discussion 

To provide a more comprehensive view, it would be beneficial to expand the discussion on prognosis by exploring the role of micronutrients in 
supporting recovery and overall outcomes. For instance, incorporating findings from recent studies on the influence of micronutrients on 
neurological and ocular health could enrich the article's context. Specifically, studies such as those by de la Rubia Orti et al. (2023) on the potential 
neuroprotective effects of micronutrients in neural tissue recovery (Nutrients; DOI: 10.3390/nu15112611) and Ahmed et al. (2023) on the impact of 
nutrition on ocular disease outcomes (Biomedicines; DOI: 10.3390/biomedicines12081775) could offer valuable insights. 

Conclusion 

Overall, this article provides a significant contribution to the literature on congenital orbital encephalocele and presents the case in a clear and 
informative manner. However, adding a more in-depth discussion on factors that can potentially improve patient survival and recovery, such as 
micronutrient optimization, would offer a more holistic perspective on the condition. By referencing the suggested studies, the authors could 
enhance the understanding of how nutritional and metabolic factors might influence the prognosis of patients undergoing similar treatment. 
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