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PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 presents a clinically relevant and diagnostically challenging case of fibrolipomatous hamartoma, a rare benign lesion of peripheral nerves that often mimics more common soft tissue tumors. Its importance lies in highlighting the limitations of preoperative cytology, particularly fine needle aspiration, which in this case yielded only nonspecific spindle cell features. By emphasizing the discordance between cytological findings and definitive histopathological diagnosis, the report reinforces the critical role of tissue architecture in identifying nerve related lesions.
Furthermore, the manuscript contributes to the limited existing literature by documenting an uncommon presentation in the palm with associated sensory symptoms, thereby expanding the known clinical spectrum of this entity. The detailed histomorphological description, including the classical coaxial cable appearance, provides valuable educational insight for practicing pathologists and clinicians.
Importantly, the case underscores the need for cautious surgical planning, as misdiagnosis may lead to overly aggressive excision with potential neurological deficits. In a broader context, the study enhances awareness of rare peripheral nerve lesions and promotes a multidisciplinary diagnostic approach integrating clinical, cytological, and histopathological findings. Such contributions are essential for improving diagnostic accuracy and patient outcomes in soft tissue pathology.

	





PART  2
	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The title is clear, engaging, and clinically meaningful. It effectively conveys the deceptive nature of the lesion while specifying the anatomical site and pathology. However, it could be slightly more formal by reducing metaphorical phrasing for strict academic tone. Rating: 4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The abstract is comprehensive and structured, covering clinical presentation, diagnostic challenge, and final diagnosis. Minor grammatical refinement could enhance clarity. Rating: 4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Keywords are appropriate and relevant, covering pathology, clinical features, and diagnostic tools. Inclusion of “peripheral nerve tumor” could improve indexing. Rating: 3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The introduction is informative but somewhat inconsistent in flow and contains minor redundancies. Better structuring would improve readability. Rating: 2
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Clear implicit objective of presenting a rare diagnostic challenge, though not explicitly stated. A defined aim statement would strengthen it. Still the rating can be 3,though i would prefer 2.5.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Relevant and includes recent references. However, integration into narrative discussion could be smoother. Rating: 3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Appropriate for a case report with cytology and histopathology correlation. Fantabulously  described. Rating: 5
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Not explicitly mentioned. A statement on consent is required. Rating: 1
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Clearly presented with logical progression from cytology to histopathology. Rating: 4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Figures are relevant and descriptive. Minor improvement in labeling consistency needed. Rating: 3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Effectively correlates findings with literature, though language can be refined. Rating: 3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Well supported by data and aligned with findings. Rating: 4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Not explicitly discussed. Inclusion would improve scientific rigor. Rating: 1,LIMITATION MUST BE SCRIPTED TO ANY MANUSCRIPT.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Adequate. Properly supports discussion. Rating: 3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Generally clear but requires grammatical polishing for publication quality. Rating: 3

	




	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript presents a rare and diagnostically significant case of fibrolipomatous hamartoma with clear clinicopathological correlation. The topic is relevant to both diagnostic pathology and clinical practice, particularly in the context of peripheral nerve lesions of the hand. The case is well illustrated and contributes to the understanding of cytological limitations in such entities.
From an editorial perspective, the manuscript requires refinement in language and formatting to enhance clarity and readability. The introduction should be streamlined to avoid redundancy and improve logical flow. The discussion section should place greater emphasis on comparative analysis with previously published cases and highlight the unique aspects of the present report more distinctly.
A mandatory inclusion is a statement regarding patient consent and ethical compliance, which is currently lacking. Additionally, minor corrections in grammar and syntax are necessary throughout the manuscript.
Once these revisions are addressed, the manuscript would be suitable for publication and would provide meaningful educational value to the readership.
Certain limitations prevent it from achieving the highest rating. The absence of explicit ethical statements is a significant omission that must be addressed. Additionally, while the scientific content is robust, the manuscript requires linguistic refinement to meet the standards of a high impact journal. The introduction and discussion sections, although informative, would benefit from improved structure and deeper analytical engagement with existing literature.

The manuscript represents a valuable addition to the literature on rare peripheral nerve lesions, particularly due to its emphasis on cytological diagnostic limitations and histopathological confirmation. The case is well documented and clinically relevant, especially for pathologists and surgeons dealing with soft tissue masses of the hand. However, the manuscript would benefit from moderate revision prior to acceptance.
The primary concerns relate to language clarity, structural coherence in the introduction, and the absence of explicit statements regarding ethical approval and patient consent. Additionally, the discussion could be strengthened by more critical comparison with previously reported cases and clearer emphasis on differential diagnosis.
Figures are appropriate and enhance the manuscript, though minor improvements in consistency and labeling are suggested. The scientific content is sound, and the conclusions are justified by the findings.
Overall, the manuscript is suitable for publication after minor to moderate revisions focusing on language refinement, ethical compliance statements, and improved narrative flow.
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	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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