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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 contributes meaningful data on the histomorphological patterns of eyelid lesions in a tertiary care setting. The study enhances understanding of the distribution of non-neoplastic and neoplastic eyelid lesions in the local population. Such data are useful for improving diagnostic accuracy and guiding appropriate clinical management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. The title accurately represents the content of the manuscript and does not require modification.
	

	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 clear and covers all key sections. It could be slightly condensed by summarizing results and briefly mentioning immunohistochemistry without detailed percentages for better readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The study design, methodology, and results are appropriate, and the conclusions are supported by the data presented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant and mostly recent, supporting the study well. Adding a few more recent reviews or multicentric studies from the last 3 - 5 years could further strengthen the manuscript.
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality are generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. Minor edits for consistency and grammar could further improve readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Pigmented nevi have been classified as non-neoplastic lesions in this study. Since most published literature considers nevi as benign neoplastic lesions, the authors should provide a reference supporting this classification or revise it accordingly.
· Epidermoid/epidermal cysts appear under both non-neoplastic and benign neoplastic categories in different sections of the manuscript. This needs clarification, and a consistent classification should be followed throughout.

· The category “segregated lesions” under benign neoplasms is unclear and non-standard. The authors should define this term and specify which lesions are included in this group.
Although SPSS is mentioned, the analysis is limited to descriptive statistics. The authors may either justify this approach or consider adding basic inferential analysis where applicable.

· Clinicopathological correlation is mentioned in the methods but is not clearly presented in the results. A brief summary of clinical versus histopathological concordance would strengthen the study.

· Immunohistochemistry is stated to be used in selected cases; however, details regarding the markers used and number of cases are not provided. Including this information would improve clarity.

· The discussion largely repeats the results. It would benefit from more focused comparison with existing studies and better interpretation of the findings.

· The percentage calculations appear inconsistent across the text and Table 3, particularly for non-neoplastic lesions. The authors are advised to re-verify all percentage calculations throughout the manuscript and tables, clearly stating the denominator used, to ensure consistency and accuracy.

· The terms “sebaceous cell carcinoma” and “sebaceous gland carcinoma” are used interchangeably in the manuscript. For clarity and consistency, it would be preferable to use a single standardized term throughout the text.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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