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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 addresses an unusual and underreported subset of sex cord stromal tumors, specifically the “giant” variants, which remain poorly described in the literature. By compiling available evidence, the review helps highlight important diagnostic and clinical challenges associated with these rare tumors. Such information is valuable for pathologists and clinicians who may encounter these cases infrequently but must still recognize their distinct behaviour.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and reflects the content of the manuscript well.
	

	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 brief but could be more informative. A clearer summary of the clinical presentation, Key findings, Management and the main takeaways would improve it. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The authors present relevant information, use appropriate references, and discuss the topic within the correct scientific context. While some sections would benefit from improved organization and clearer flow, the overall scientific content is accurate.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient and include a good mix of recent and relevant studies.
	

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


	The language is mostly understandable, but the manuscript would benefit from editing to improve clarity, flow, and readability. Several sections contain repetitive statements and abrupt transitions, which affect the overall coherence. With some refinement, the English quality can be made fully suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The introduction lacks clear flow and repeats similar information about SCST heterogeneity, hormonal activity, and diagnostic challenges. A more concise and organized introduction is needed to justify the review on giant SCSTs.

2. The introduction jumps abruptly between unrelated topics (tumor biology, spindle cell neoplasms, unrelated immunohistochemistry markers, etc.), which disrupts the narrative.

3. General SCST content is mixed with highly specific or unrelated details (e.g., Dpc4, OCT-4, urothelial markers), which affects focus. These sections should be trimmed or reorganized.

4. Definitions and classifications of SCSTs are repeated in multiple paragraphs. Condensing them into one clear overview would improve readability.

5. The transition to the study aim is uneven, moving abruptly between unrelated points. A smoother progression toward the rationale for the review is needed.

6. Although PRISMA is mentioned, the methodology lacks essential details such as search strategy, study selection steps, and quality/risk-of-bias assessment. More clarity is required for transparency.

7. The results section needs a more structured format. Key findings should be summarized using tables, subsections, or simple figures to improve clarity.

8. The discussion is too broad and often shifts to general SCST information. It should focus more specifically on diagnostic and management issues related to giant SCSTs.

9. Parts of the discussion do not link back to the review’s own results. Integrating general information with your dataset would make the section more coherent.

10. The conclusion mixes appropriate summary points with unrelated general SCST details. Keeping the conclusion focused on giant tumors would improve clarity.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
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