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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.


	I see that this manuscript attempts to fill a significant gap by documenting the clinical presentation of congenital ichthyoses in a North African pediatric population. This is valuable because data from the Maghreb region are relatively scarce, and such studies can enhance understanding of geographic and phenotypic variability. I appreciate the focus on practical clinical tools such as trichoscopy, which are especially useful in low-resource settings lacking access to genetic testing. However, I think the scientific novelty is modest since the findings largely echo patterns described in earlier cohorts from other regions. The study also lacks depth in molecular correlations, which are essential in the era of precision dermatology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is mostly suitable, but I believe it could be slightly improved for clarity and impact. I suggest:

"Clinical and Phenotypic Spectrum of Congenital Ichthyosis: A Retrospective Pediatric Study from Morocco"
	

	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.


	I find the abstract clear in structure and informative, but it is too brief for a short research article. I suggest:

· Including the study period and setting (currently missing).

· Clarifying methodology (mention "retrospective" explicitly).

· The statement “over over an 30-month” contains a typo and should be corrected to “over a 30-month period”.

· Adding a short sentence about the study’s limitations or implications could strengthen the conclusion.

Revised version (suggested):

“We conducted a retrospective 30-month study at a Moroccan university hospital to evaluate clinical presentations of congenital ichthyosis in 40 pediatric patients. Lamellar ichthyosis was the most common subtype. Netherton syndrome and harlequin ichthyosis were also identified. Our findings emphasize the need for early diagnosis, trichoscopic evaluation, and multidisciplinary management in resource-limited settings.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically sound in terms of its observational approach and clinical documentation. However, I see several issues:

· The sample size is limited (n=40), which affects generalizability.

· No statistical analysis is provided—even basic descriptive statistics like confidence intervals or standard deviations would strengthen credibility.

· The diagnostic approach is inconsistent—not all patients underwent histopathology or trichoscopy.

· The lack of genetic testing, though acknowledged, severely limits the accuracy of subtype classification.

· The illustrative case (section 4) is useful but could be expanded to show therapeutic response or follow-up.

· There’s no severity grading, which is essential in ichthyosis evaluation.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly recent (2024–2025) and cover current consensus guidelines and relevant case studies. However:

· I suggest including WHO or regional epidemiological data if available to contextualize prevalence in North Africa.

· A reference to clinical scoring systems like the Ichthyosis Severity Index (ISI) or Clinical Severity Score (CSS) would be relevant.

Suggested additional references:

· Richard G. et al. “Congenital Ichthyosis: A review of current diagnostic tools.” Dermatol Clin. 2022.

· WHO Global Genodermatoses Data (if applicable).


	

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


	· The English is understandable but contains multiple grammatical errors, inconsistencies in verb tense, and awkward phrasing. Examples include:

· “over over an 30-month” → should be “over a 30-month”

· “caracterised” → “characterized”

· “examinations have been examined” → redundant wording

I recommend a thorough language editing by a native English-speaking medical editor for scholarly publication.
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