EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	Some information are needed in the manuscript.

1. After seeding on which day photographs are taken (Figure 1). 

2. For patient 1 "Under the microscope, sections were moderately cellular, showing scattered atypical cells in an acinar/glandular pattern having a high N:C ratio, hyperchromatic nuclei, irregular nuclear membranes, and prominent nucleoli with a

moderate amount of cytoplasm" --- whether such information is about the biopsy or about the cultured cell? If these information is related to biopsy then what is the relevance of these information to the present article? if these information are related to the cultured cells then authors should provide the picture. 

3. What is mentioned in sl. no.2, please explain/ provide data for other patients.  


	1. In general, the used photographs were taken when the confluency was at least 65%-70%. The patient-wise details of proliferation rates, confluency, timings are mentioned in discussion section too.
2 & 3.  From patient 1 to patient 12, we considered considered cell block review or fluid cytology of the patients. In some cases, we considered biopsy reports too for better understanding. Incorporating these observations in our ‘cell culture’ study was crucial for bridging the gap between in-vitro and in-vivo conditions. Biopsy images, cell block reviews, etc., provided real-time pathological insights to compare cellular morphology and tumor progression in actual versus controlled culture environments. This interconnection helped us to validate the accuracy of in-vitro cultures.
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