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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.


	The manuscript describes an unusual present of a giant cutaneous cornucopia in a veritably youthful case ( 21- time-old lady), which is clinically applicable due to the oddity, nasty eventuality, and psychosocial counteraccusations. The content is suitable for a case report journal and contributes to available literature by emphasizing the uncommon age, point, and size of the lesion.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, The Title of the study is suitable. But alternate title can be 

“Giant Midline Back Cutaneous cornucopia with Early Verrucous Carcinoma Changes A Case Report”
	

	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.


	Recommended Additions

1. Add age, location, and exact size of the lesion

2. Add imaging findings (no spine involvement)

3. Add key histopathology diagnosis (early verrucous carcinoma changes)

4. Add management steps (wide excision + STSG)

5. Add early outcome (graft take-up, postoperative course)

6. Add a stronger conclusion highlighting rarity and importance

Recommended Deletions

1. Remove long epidemiology lines (“20% malignant…”)

2. Remove redundant descriptions of common sites (head, hands)

3. Remove general risk factor details unless tightly summarised

4. Avoid vague sentences about symptoms (pain, discomfort, etc.)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is largely scientifically correct, and the case is presented in a clinically appropriate manner. The core medical facts, diagnostic steps, and treatment principles align well with established scientific knowledge. The main improvements needed are:

1. Tightening Redundant Discussion Sections

2. Clarifying A Few Sentences

3. Ensuring References Are Formatted Properly and Correspond to The Statements

4. Smoothing Out Language to Avoid Minor Ambiguities


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Several references are old, particularly crucial epidemiology and clinical pattern papers.
These should be supported by more recent authoritative sources.
Some references appear unconnected or only approximately connected, especially those involving unusual associations( e.g., pilomatricoma presenting as a horn).
Important standard dermatology textbooks or review papers are not cited, especially where the handwriting discusses epidemiology, threat factors, and malignant transformation rates.
The reference format is inconsistent( spelling errors, missing years, inconsistent journal names), which will require correction before submission.
	

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


	The manuscript requires language editing before it can be considered suitable for scholarly communication. The scientific content is sound, but the English needs to be polished for clarity, precision, and professional presentation. Key Issues Noticed

1. Frequent grammatical errors

2. Repetition of ideas

3. Inconsistent style and flow

4. Ambiguous or unclear sentences

5. Typographical issues

6. Figure captions and numbering issues
	

	Optional/General Comments:


	1. The case is clinically relevant and rare, especially due to the patient’s young age and unusually large lesion size.

2. The scientific content is generally accurate, and the management approach is appropriate.

3. The manuscript requires significant language editing to improve clarity, grammar, and academic tone.

4. Background and Discussion sections contain repeated information and should be streamlined.

5. Some clinical details (symptoms, timeline, postoperative outcome) need clearer and more precise wording.

6. Figures require proper numbering, complete captions, and consistent referencing within the text.

7. References are partially adequate but need better formatting and a few key additions to strengthen the literature base.

8. Overall, the manuscript is valuable but needs structural, linguistic, and editorial improvements before it is publication ready.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical issues are present.
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