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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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 significant and relatively common complication in aesthetic medicine that affects both patient satisfaction and treatment outcomes. The comprehensive review of botulinum toxin-induced ptosis provides valuable insights into prevention strategies that could reduce complication rates, benefiting practitioners and patients alike. The discussion of various treatment approaches, including the recently FDA-approved oxymetazoline hydrochloride, offers clinicians an updated perspective on management options for this condition. Furthermore, the manuscript bridges the gap between understanding the pathophysiology of palpebral ptosis and practical clinical management, making it relevant for both researchers and practicing clinicians.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title "Palpebral blepharoptosis secondary to botulinum toxin application: comparison of the efficacy of different therapeutic approaches" is generally suitable as it clearly indicates the condition, cause, and focus of the review. However, it could be more concise while maintaining clarity. 

Alternative suggestion: "Management of Botulinum Toxin-Induced Blepharoptosis: A Comparative Review of Therapeutic Approaches
	

	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 provides a general overview but requires enhancement to better represent the manuscript's content: 

• While it mentions that the article focuses on comparing therapeutic approaches, it doesn't summarize the specific approaches compared or their relative efficacies. 

• The abstract lacks concrete findings or conclusions from the comparison of treatments, which would strengthen its impact. 

• It would benefit from briefly mentioning the main treatment options discussed (electrostimulation, oxymetazoline, apraclonidine, brimonidine, targeted botulinum toxin). 

• Adding some quantitative information about the incidence of ptosis (cited as 5.4% among inexperienced injectors and <1% among experienced injectors) and treatment success rates would enhance the abstract's informational value
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its presentation of: 

• The mechanism of action of botulinum toxin and its physiological effects on neuromuscular junctions. 

• The pathophysiology of blepharoptosis, including the complex interactions between various muscles and structures involved in eyelid position. 

• The prevention strategies, particularly the importance of injection technique and anatomical considerations. 

• The descriptions of different treatment approaches are accurate, though they lack comparative analysis. 

However, the manuscript does not fully deliver on its promise to compare the efficacy of different therapeutic approaches systematically. A more structured comparison with evidence-based outcomes would strengthen the scientific merit of this review
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form. 
	Based on the manuscript excerpt, references appear to be included throughout the text, with citations numbered up to 17. This suggests a reasonable number for a review article of this scope. However, without seeing the complete reference list, it's difficult to assess their recency and comprehensiveness. 

I recommend ensuring inclusion of: 

• Recent clinical trials on oxymetazoline hydrochloride 0.1%, the only FDA-approved treatment for acquired ptosis 

• Comparative studies between different alpha-adrenergic agonists (apraclonidine vs. brimonidine) 

• Updated literature on injection techniques to prevent ptosis 

• Recent systematic reviews or meta-analyses on botulinum toxin complications in aesthetic procedure
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications? 
	The language quality is generally adequate for scholarly communication but would benefit from improvement: 

• There are occasional grammatical errors and awkward phrasings that should be corrected through thorough proofreading. 

• Some sections contain repetitive statements that could be consolidated for clarity and conciseness. 

• Terminology is sometimes inconsistent, switching between technical terms and more colloquial expressions. 

• The manuscript would benefit from more precise language when describing comparative effects of treatments. 

A thorough editorial review would enhance readability and scholarly presentation

	

	Optional/General comments

	This manuscript provides a comprehensive review of blepharoptosis following botulinum toxin application, addressing its mechanism, prevention, and various treatment approaches. The authors have addressed an important complication in aesthetic medicine that affects patient satisfaction and creates clinical challenges for practitioners. While the manuscript covers essential aspects of this condition, there are areas that would benefit from revision to improve its scientific contribution and readability.

The manuscript presents valuable information on botulinum toxin-induced ptosis, covering its mechanism of action, pathophysiology, prevention strategies, and treatment options. However, several areas require improvement:

• The manuscript structure lacks clear organization in some sections. While the introduction and background on botulinum toxin are well-developed, the comparison of different therapeutic approaches promised in the title is not presented systematically. Consider adding a table comparing the efficacy, onset time, duration of effect, and side effects of the various treatments discussed.

• Some redundancies exist, particularly in the "Prevention" section where points (e) and (f) appear duplicated. A thorough review would improve readability.

• The manuscript would benefit from more detailed information about the comparative efficacy of treatments. While various options are described (electrostimulation, oxymetazoline, apraclonidine, brimonidine, and targeted botulinum toxin), there is limited direct comparison between them as suggested by the title.

• Figure 1 is referenced but insufficiently described in the text. Additionally, the manuscript appears to end abruptly in the middle of discussing successful treatment criteria.

• Some statements would benefit from additional supporting citations, especially when discussing treatment efficacy rates.

Before publication, the manuscript requires several revisions:

• Restructure to follow standard scientific review format more consistently, with clearly delineated sections for each treatment approach followed by a dedicated comparison section.

• Add a systematic comparison of treatment efficacies, preferably in tabular format, including onset time, duration of effect, success rates, and adverse effects.

• Complete any unfinished sections, particularly the abrupt ending discussing treatment success criteria.

• Better integrate figures and tables with explanatory text to enhance understanding.

• Conduct a thorough proofreading to correct grammatical errors and improve flow.

With these revisions, this manuscript will make a valuable contribution to the literature on managing this common complication of botulinum toxin treatments in aesthetic medicine.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No
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