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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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 case report makes a meaningful contribution to the medical literature by documenting a rare instance of schwannoma arising within the psoas muscle — a location so infrequently reported that it represents only a fraction of the already uncommon category of retroperitoneal schwannomas. 
By detailing the clinical presentation, imaging findings, surgical management, and histopathological confirmation, the manuscript serves as a valuable reference for clinicians encountering atypical retroperitoneal cystic lesions that resist a straightforward diagnosis.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	
Yes, the title "Schwannoma of Psoas Muscle – An Unusual Cause of Abdominal Pain" is largely clear and appropriate for the study.

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 in its core elements and reads clearly, making it accessible to a wide clinical audience. With minor additions — particularly regarding tumor dimensions, immunohistochemical detail, and a dedicated clinical learning point — it could be elevated to a more complete and impactful summary that fully represents the depth of the manuscript 

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

	
Yes the keywords are appropriate and useful.

4
	

	
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 background information is adequately written and reasonably well-organized, fulfilling its primary purpose of contextualizing the rarity of the condition and setting the stage for the case presentation. 
However, it falls short of being comprehensive in several important areas — notably the absence of histopathological background, epidemiological data, a literature comparison, and limited referencing in key statements. 
Addressing these gaps would significantly strengthen the introduction and elevate the overall scientific quality of the manuscript.

4

	

	
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

	
Given that this is a case report, the absence of formal research objectives or hypotheses is entirely expected and appropriate. 
However, the manuscript would benefit considerably from the inclusion of an explicit purpose statement, clearly defined learning points,— all of which are standard expectations in modern case report writing. 
The implicit objectives are present and reasonably consistent throughout the manuscript, but making them explicit would significantly enhance the clarity, focus, and academic impact of the paper.

4

	

	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
	YES the literature review relevant and up to date.

4

	

	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
	The research methodology, interpreted within the appropriate framework of a case report, is generally sound and clinically appropriate in its core components — particularly the multimodal imaging workup, comprehensive histopathological evaluation, and structured surgical approach. However, the manuscript has several methodological gaps — most critically the absence of CARE guideline adherence, lack of serological testing documentation for the provisional hydatid diagnosis, insufficient radiological detail for CT and MRI findings, and a relatively short follow-up period.

4

	

	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
	Yes 
4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes

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
	
Yes

4
	

	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
	The discussion section is clinically coherent and reasonably organized but falls significantly short of the standard expected for thorough literature engagement in a scientific case report. Its most critical weakness is the absence of direct, systematic comparison with previously published psoas schwannoma cases, which is the primary mechanism through which case reports contribute to the scientific literature. The surgical approach discussion is the strongest literature-integrated component, but the diagnostic, imaging, pathological, and outcomes sections are inadequately supported by existing evidence.

4

	

	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
	
3
	

	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
	The complete absence of an explicit limitations section is the single most significant structural deficiency of this manuscript from a scientific reporting standpoint.

3
	

	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
	
4
	

	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
	
4


	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	       
Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	
Yes 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	
NO
	





Reviewer details:

[bookmark: _GoBack]M.Boopathi Raja, The Erode College of Pharmacy, India

Page 4 of 4
V240326


