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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 is important for the scientific community because it highlights a rare but clinically significant presentation of aneurysmal bone cyst (ABC) in the cervical spine, an anatomically complex region where surgical excision is often limited. By documenting the successful use of salvage radiotherapy, it provides valuable evidence supporting modern conformal radiotherapy as a safe and effective option for residual or recurrent ABC. The case adds to the limited literature on cervical spine ABCs and emphasizes the role of radiotherapy in balancing disease control with preservation of neurological function. Such reports can guide clinicians in managing challenging cases where surgery alone may not suffice.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	“Salvage Conformal Radiotherapy for Residual Cervical Spine Aneurysmal Bone Cyst: A Case Report”
	

	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 comprehensive, covering background, case presentation, treatment, and outcome. However, a few refinements could improve clarity:

· Addition: Mention the rarity of cervical spine ABCs explicitly in the abstract to emphasize the significance of the case.

· Addition: Briefly highlight the radiotherapy technique (3DCRT) in the conclusion.

· Deletion: The phrase “moderate-dose” could be replaced with the exact dose (30 Gy in 15 fractions) for precision


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct. It appropriately describes the pathology, surgical challenges, and radiotherapy approach. The discussion is balanced, acknowledging both the benefits and risks of radiotherapy, and references established literature to support the conclusions.
	

	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 include both classic and recent studies. However, most are from 1998–2015, with only one from 2020. To strengthen the manuscript, the authors could add:

· More recent systematic reviews or meta-analyses on radiotherapy in benign bone lesions (post-2020).

· Literature on long-term outcomes of radiotherapy in pediatric/adolescent ABC cases.


	

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


	The English language is suitable for scholarly communication. It is clear, grammatically correct, and professional. Minor stylistic adjustments (e.g., avoiding narrative phrases like “taming” in the title) would further enhance its academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This case report is well-structured and clinically relevant. The inclusion of imaging and histopathology details strengthens its educational value. The main limitation is the short follow-up period, which the authors acknowledge. Extending follow-up data in future reports would provide stronger evidence of long-term efficacy and safety. Overall, the manuscript makes a meaningful contribution to the literature on salvage therapy for spinal ABCs.
Case Presentation Consolidation: The "Presentation of Case" in the Abstract is nearly identical to the main case description; the authors should rewrite the main section to provide much deeper clinical detail—such as specific neurological exam scores or surgical nuances—to differentiate it from the summary 

Discussion of Limitations: Since the patient was lost to follow-up after only three months, the "Discussion" must be rewritten to address this as a major limitation, specifically acknowledging that long-term recurrence or late radiation toxicities cannot be ruled out
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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