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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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.

	This manuscript highlights the diagnostic utility of Fine Needle Aspiration Cytology (FNAC) in the evaluation of palpable breast lumps, especially in resource-limited healthcare settings where rapid, cost-effective diagnostic tools are essential. The study reinforces FNAC as a reliable component of the triple assessment approach, demonstrating high specificity and strong diagnostic accuracy when correlated with histopathology. Such evidence supports clinicians in minimizing unnecessary surgical procedures and enabling early management decisions. 
	

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

	Yes, the title is appropriate and reflects the content of the 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.

	The abstract summarizes the methodology and findings adequately; however, it requires minor revision for clarity and structure:
Include study design explicitly: prospective observational study.
Mention study location and duration more clearly.
Add the number of cases included in histopathological correlation (94 cases).
Improve grammar and avoid repetition.
Replace general statements with quantitative findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The study is scientifically sound and follows a standard clinicopathological correlation model. The methodology, statistical interpretation (sensitivity, specificity, predictive values), and conclusions are consistent with the presented data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are relevant but mostly outdated (many before 2010). Since diagnostic breast pathology has evolved, more recent literature should be included.
	

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

	The manuscript requires major language editing. There are frequent grammatical errors, repetition, and typographical mistakes (e.g., “supurrative,” “formes,” inconsistent tense usage). Professional proofreading is strongly recommended to improve readability and academic tone.




	

	Optional/General comments

	
Some numerical data are inconsistently reported (e.g., malignant cases listed as 113 vs. 117 in different sections).
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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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