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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.


	Study of eyelid lesions is important for early diagnosis and accurate assessment for prompt treatment. This is also important to differentiate between benign and malignant lesions. Helps in preventing complications
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No. Histomorphology is different from histopathology. The study is about hitopathology of eyelid lesions. Needs review
	

	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.


	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. This is a descriptive not an analytical study. 

2. Incidence can not be calculated as this is not population based study.

3. No standard histological classification given. 

4. Classification given is confusing as Pigmented nevi are mentioned as non-neoplastic lesion which are actually benign neoplasm. 

5. No clear histopathological difference is provided for Epidermal and epidermoid cyst mentioned separately, although they are used interchangably.  

6. There is a confusion about number of cases in each category with percentages. Inconsistent numbering is used. Sometime referring to number of cases out of total number and sometime mentioning number in sub-category with percentage giving confusion about actual number. 

7. Number does not match.  (Upper eyelid involvement 50.8% + Lower eyelid involvement 47.3% does not make 100%. ), Non-neoplastic lesions included epidermoid cysts (19.5%), dermoid cysts (15.3%), chalazion (6.7%), granulomatous reactions (6.4%)= 47.9%.   (Among benign neoplasms, hemangiomas 11%, epidermal cysts 10.5%, and squamous papilloma 4.3%= 25.8% which appears to be out of total patients). (Malignant neoplasms were predominantly sebaceous cell carcinoma 51.2%, followed by basal cell carcinoma 19.5%, squamous cell carcinoma 17.1%, non-Hodgkin lymphoma 7.3%, and malignant melanoma 4.9%= 100% which is definitely sub-group percentage). Requiired to use one set of percentage
8. (No percentage given for pigmented nevi and wrongly classified as non-neoplastic which in actual is benign neoplasm.) 
9. Immunohistochemistry (IHC) is said to have performed when required for definitive diagnosis.but no detail given for the cases requiring challenge in diagnosis
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	No. All are old. Only one is recent
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