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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.


	This manuscript addresses an important and clinically relevant topic in neuro-oncology, namely the application of next-generation sequencing in the molecular classification of oligodendroglioma under the WHO 2021 CNS5 framework. Accurate molecular distinction between oligodendroglioma and astrocytoma has direct implications for prognosis, therapeutic strategy, and patient counseling. By examining concordance and discordance between IHC, FISH, and NGS, the study highlights practical diagnostic challenges encountered in real-world settings. Although the sample size is limited, the manuscript contributes to the ongoing discussion regarding the integration of comprehensive molecular profiling into routine glioma diagnostics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate but somewhat overstated. The phrase “Molecular Refinement” suggests a broader validation study than the small case series presented. A more precise and balanced alternative could be:

“Molecular Evaluation of Suspected Oligodendrogliomas Using NGS, FISH, and IHC: An Institutional Case Series in the Era of WHO CNS5”


	

	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 provides a general overview of the methodology and findings; however, it would benefit from greater balance and clarity. The sample size should be clearly acknowledged as a limitation. The conclusion currently suggests that NGS surpasses traditional methods, which is not fully supported by the presented data. I recommend moderating this statement and emphasizing that NGS offers broader molecular profiling rather than definitive diagnostic superiority. Clarifying the final reclassification outcomes in quantitative terms would also improve transparency.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is conceptually aligned with WHO CNS5 diagnostic criteria and demonstrates appropriate integration of histology, IHC, FISH, and NGS methodologies. The molecular discussion reflects current understanding of glioma biology and lineage-specific mutation patterns. However, the small cohort size significantly limits the strength of the conclusions. Mutation frequency percentages should be carefully rechecked for mathematical consistency. In addition, discordant findings between FISH and NGS require clearer technical explanation and, ideally, independent validation. The discussion occasionally overinterprets results, and the conclusions should be framed more cautiously as observational findings rather than definitive evidence of diagnostic superiority.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely recent and relevant, including several publications from 2022 onward. This demonstrates engagement with current literature. However, inclusion of large-scale genomic studies such as The Cancer Genome Atlas analyses of diffuse gliomas would strengthen the manuscript when discussing lineage-specific mutation patterns. Greater emphasis on primary molecular classification studies rather than review articles would also enhance scientific depth.
	

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


	The manuscript requires significant language revision. There are grammatical inconsistencies, awkward phrasing, and repetitive constructions that affect clarity and readability. Some sentences are overly long and imprecise. Professional English editing is strongly recommended before the manuscript can be considered suitable for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important and clinically relevant topic in the context of WHO CNS5 molecular classification of gliomas. However, the small cohort size (n = 11), overstated conclusions regarding NGS superiority, lack of statistical or concordance analysis, numerical inconsistencies in mutation frequency reporting, insufficient clarification of discordant FISH versus NGS findings, and substantial language issues collectively warrant a major revision.

The deficiencies appear repairable with careful methodological clarification, moderation of claims, correction of inconsistencies, and professional language editing. Therefore substantial revision is required before reconsideration.


	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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