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	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 highlights a very rare localization of a giant cell tumor in the distal ulna, which is of particular interest due to the limited number of reported cases in existing literature. The authors have provided a long-term follow-up, which adds valuable insight into prognosis and functional outcomes post-surgery. Such case reports are important as they help guide clinical decision-making in rare presentations where no standardized treatment exists. The detailed discussion comparing different surgical approaches makes this case relevant for orthopedic surgeons and researchers alike.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is suitable.
	

	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 gives a general overview but could benefit from a clearer structure. Dividing it into sections like Background, Case Presentation, and Conclusion would improve readability.

· The current conclusion in the abstract is a bit general. It would be better to highlight the clinical relevance of the surgical method and the positive long-term outcome more clearly.

· Some grammatical corrections and sentence restructuring are needed for better flow and clarity.

· The abstract mentions a literature review, but this is not clearly reflected in the content. Either remove this point or briefly mention a key finding from the review.

· Avoid repetition of ideas already discussed in the main text; the abstract should be concise and to the point.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct in terms of the core clinical content and the case presented.
· However, some scientific points in the discussion could be more clearly explained, especially when comparing different surgical approaches.

· A more structured presentation of outcomes and recurrence rates from various techniques would strengthen the scientific clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· A few key references are recent However, several references are older (e.g., from the 1980s and early 2000s). While some classic studies are acceptable for background, incorporating more recent literature (especially systematic reviews or meta-analyses in the last 5–7 years) could enhance the scientific depth.

· The citation style is inconsistent and should be formatted as per Vancouver style, as required by the journal. Some references are missing proper punctuation or page ranges, and a few have inconsistent author name formatting.

· Authors could consider including a more recent review article on GCT treatment protocols or reconstruction outcomes post-ulna resection for a broader perspective.
· It would also be valuable to include a citation addressing functional outcomes after distal ulna resection without reconstruction to support their conclusion more strongly.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	No, this manuscript requires substantial editing for English grammar and syntax.
	

	Optional/General comments


	In introduction section:
· This section would benefit from a clearer structure. It would be helpful to define Giant Cell Tumor (GCT) briefly at the beginning.

· Consider mentioning the rarity of distal ulna involvement earlier to emphasize its significance.

· The rationale for reporting this particular case should be clarified. It’s important to explain why this case is noteworthy and how it contributes to existing knowledge.

Figures:

· Figures are described but not captioned formally per journal standards.
Case Report:

· Patient demographics and consent for publication are not mentioned (required by most journals).

· Better chronological flow is needed (complaints → investigations → diagnosis → treatment).

Discussion:

· Well-referenced but needs clearer segmentation and comparison with other reported cases.

· Consider a table comparing outcomes of different distal ulna GCT treatment modalities.

Conclusion:

· Conclusion of this manuscript is too general—should restate key findings and clinical implications clearly.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Yes, the manuscript is missing a statement regarding patient consent and ethical approval. This should be included to ensure ethical compliance and transparency.
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