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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.

	The study is of great clinical importance considering the pathology of the condition and how asymptomatic it may be. Nephroblastoma May be confused for other conditions particularly in children who may not be able to give succinct symptoms , case reports of this nature are expected to contribute to existing body of knowledge in diagnosis and prevention of complications and or bad prognosis.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes I am of the view that the title is suitable.
	

	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.

	I think the abstract and or case report can be improved upon, some vital information appear to have been concealed.
Birthweight, Family history, previous history of beckwith-weideman and Denys-drash syndromes are risk factors to Nephroblastoma not including it in the history of the case may serve as confounders and or chance thereby affecting the validity of the inferences made if not controlled.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes with some revisions the manuscript is scientifically sound.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References appear to be sufficient however there are few recent studies that should have also been cited, a lot of references are outdated. 
	

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

	Yes to the best of my knowledge.
	

	Optional/General comments

	None 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

None observed 
	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest 
	



	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	None observed .
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Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8.5
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