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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 manuscript is very vital because granulomatous mastitis, especially the huge and ulcerated cases, may mimic other breast malignancies with aggressive behaviours, as highlighted in the manuscript. So its key and histopathological diagnosis is essential in excluding a malignancy.
Although it was stated that the cases were confirmed via routine histological examination. There was no mention of how the excluded other causes of granulomatous inflammation by the use of histochemical stains or immunohistochemistry, so as to rule out other infectious and non-infectious causes of granulomatous mastitis. If they were not done it should be stated. Any inclusion and exclusion criteria? Any imaging studies before the biopsies? So, as to guide what diagnostic approach is suitable?
	

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

	The title is ok. 
But I would prefer “Clinical Effectiveness of Oral Prednisolone in Idiopathic Granulomatous Mastitis. A one-year retrospective study.
	

	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.

	This conclusion has an overarching statement: “We recommend steroid therapy as the first-line treatment in our study”. This is a single-centre-based study, not a multicentre study with a large sample size.
This is good:  However, prospective, randomised clinical trials are needed to determine the treatment algorithm.
A single-centre study with a limited sample size should not have an overarching statement. Instead, it should be: from our study, we found that steroid therapy could be a useful first-line approach to treatment. However, a prospective multicenter, randomised clinical trial is needed so as to determine the effectiveness of steroid therapy as a first line.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	It's scientifically correct if they explain how a granulomatous inflammation was histologically diagnosed, as highlighted in the first author's feedback portion. There is a vast array of granulomatous inflammation, some of which could be caseating or non-caseating. Infective and non-infective causes. It is possible that sarcoidosis could have been included. How did they diagnose granulomatous inflammation, and have other mimickers/causes been adequately excluded? For me, many could have been from infective origin, which could be among the ones that failed to respond to steroid therapy. More details are needed. What were their exclusion and inclusion criteria? It should be mentioned. Cystic granulomatous mastitis caused by Corynebacterium spp will definitely need an antibiotic therapy in addition to the steroid medications because it was clearly stated that oral medication was the only medical intervention that was initiated.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are far too limited, and most of them are less than 5 years to 10 years. There are no recent references to studies done in the last 5 years which will highlight the current practice and advancement in treatment.
	

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

	

It's not bad, but it may need improvement.


	

	Optional/General comments

	The write-up is ok, but I would want the authors to answer the questions in my comment and include them in the write-up, especially the methodology and other areas where necessary.
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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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