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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.
	The research is significant because it provides clinical evidence of the effectiveness of cytology as a rapid and inexpensive tool for accurately differentiating between benign and malignant tumors before surgical intervention.
Also, provides a clear visual and scientific comparison between round cell tumors in specific strains (Labrador and Pug), enriching local and international literature with case studies that support the accuracy of field microscopic 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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Needs Improvement
The abstract lacks a clear structure. International journals prefer a structured abstract that includes (Background, Case Description, Findings, Conclusion).

Deficiency: The study's objective was not stated at the beginning (e.g., to clarify the importance of cytological diagnosis in differentiating round tumors).

Lack of clinical details: The abstract did not mention the size or precise location of the tumors in each individual case, information crucial for engaging the reader
	.

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Good
	

	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
	Needs Improvement
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Needs Improvement
Ethical Statement
"All clinical procedures were performed in accordance with institutional animal welfare guidelines. Written informed consent was obtained from the owners for the diagnostic procedures and the subsequent publication of this case report and any accompanying images
	.

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

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Needs Improvement
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	



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.
	Satisfactory
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	suggestion improvement
Abstract:
Background: Accurate differentiation of canine cutaneous round cell tumours is essential for prognosis and treatment planning. Case Presentation: This report describes the cytological diagnosis of two distinct cases: a 2-cm firm nodule in an 11-year-old Labrador Retriever and a soft erythematous mass in a 5-year-old Pug. Results: Fine Needle Aspiration Cytology (FNAC) stained with Giemsa revealed discrete round cells in both. Case 1 was identified as Cutaneous Histiocytoma, notable for its occurrence in a geriatric dog, while Case 2 confirmed a Mast Cell Tumour (MCT) based on characteristic metachromatic granules. Conclusion: FNAC remains a rapid and reliable frontline diagnostic tool. These cases emphasize that histiocytoma should be considered in the differential diagnosis of cutaneous masses, regardless of the patient's age.
	 


	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.
	No 
need to add 5 recent references.
	

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

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

	No 
	




PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Overall Assessment:
This manuscript presents a practical and clinically relevant comparison of two common canine round cell tumours (Histiocytoma and Mast Cell Tumour) using Fine Needle Aspiration Cytology (FNAC). The diagnostic approach is sound, and the cases are well-documented.
Revision (Internal Note):

The author needs to correct some typographical errors in the reference list (specifically the publication years for Subapriya et al. and Ramesh et al.).

The inclusion of a brief "Study Limitations" paragraph regarding the lack of histopathology would strengthen the paper’s academic integrity.

Adding arrows to the figures will improve the clarity for the readers.

Recommendation:
I recommend this manuscript for publication after Minor Revisions. It provides a solid educational value for field veterinarians and contributes to the existing literature on breed-specific oncology.
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