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	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 has good scientific importance as it is a case report rarity. Very compact precise comparison has been made throughout the manuscript between benign Nerve Sheath tumours versus malignant Medulloblastoma clinically, radiologically and histopathological as well. I would like to commend the authors for that.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	Yes the title is suitable, short and to the point
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]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 It is very comprehensive.
Would suggest omitting the words , "extremely rare" in the first line of the discussion as the title and conclusion already mentions it. So the discussion first line reads as follows ,
Primary spinal medulloblastomas are often masquerading as benign nerve sheath tumours on imaging.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically,_correc]Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes indeed the manuscript is scientifically correct
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes all the references are sufficient and recent.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_language/English_quality_of_the_a]Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Yes, very well written with good command of the English language
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	To coinsider adding histopathological slide images if available sshowing the classical Homer-Wright rosettes considering that was the prime distinguishing featue from a benign schwanomma in the diagnosis
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	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
	

	
Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer
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