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	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 presents a rare and clinically significant case of bladder angiosarcoma in a young female patient, which is exceedingly uncommon in the literature. Its importance lies in raising awareness of this aggressive tumor as a potential cause of severe haematuria in younger individuals, especially in the absence of known risk factors. The case is well-documented and offers valuable insight into the diagnostic and therapeutic challenges encountered in low-resource settings. It also emphasizes the importance of early surgical intervention and the limitations posed by the unavailability of immunohistochemistry in certain regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title accurately reflects the content of the case report.
Suggested alternative (if needed): none
	

	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 is mostly comprehensive and well-structured. However, I recommend separating it explicitly into subsections such as Background, Case Presentation, Discussion, Conclusion for clarity. Additionally, briefly noting the absence of immunohistochemistry as a diagnostic limitation would enhance its completeness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. It correctly identifies and explains the clinical progression of bladder angiosarcoma, supported by appropriate references. The clinical decisions made throughout the patient’s care are logical and medically justifiable given the resource limitations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, relevant, and include several recent publications. If available, inclusion of a systematic review or case series on bladder angiosarcoma (if published recently) may further support the discussion section.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally well written. Some minor grammatical and stylistic improvements are recommended to enhance clarity, especially in the case presentation and discussion. These revisions would improve the flow but do not compromise the overall comprehension.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The authors are commended for documenting a challenging case under limited resources. I recommend minor revisions to improve clarity, structure (especially in the abstract and case presentation), and language. Including histopathological images would add significant educational value.
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