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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (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 is important because it shows how to identify a venous malformation in the mouth using simple clinical signs and ultrasound. It can help dentists avoid wrong treatment or unnecessary biopsy, which may cause bleeding. It also reminds clinicians to think about venous malformation when they see a bluish swelling in the oral cavity. Overall, it supports safer diagnosis and better patient care.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is mostly suitable because it clearly tells the reader this is a venous malformation in the oral cavity and it is a case report.
	

	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 is not complete because there is an “Abstract” heading but no proper abstract text, so the reader cannot quickly understand the case and the main message. I suggest adding a short abstract that includes the patient’s age, the lesion site, the key clinical findings (bluish, soft, compressible, blanching), the main ultrasound/Doppler finding, and the management plan with outcome, including the exact follow-up duration. Please keep it simple and focused, avoid long discussion or a long list of differential diagnoses, and end with one clear take-home message for clinicians (for example, using diascopy and ultrasound to support diagnosis and avoid unnecessary procedures)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is mostly scientifically correct. The clinical description (bluish, soft, compressible swelling with blanching on diascopy) and the ultrasound finding of a low-flow venous lesion are consistent with a venous malformation, and the discussion explains the difference between venous malformation and hemangioma in a reasonable way. However, the scientific strength is limited because the diagnostic work-up is not described in detail (for example, no clear Doppler details or imaging report), and there is no clear follow-up duration or outcome. The authors should also explain clearly why biopsy was not done and why they are confident with the diagnosis based on clinical findings and ultrasound alone.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I suggest adding a few more recent (2021–2026) references that match the main points of this case (ISSVA classification, ultrasound/Doppler diagnosis, and current management options).
	

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


	I suggest the authors do a full proofreading by a fluent English speaker or professional editor, and then re-check the final version for clean formatting, smooth sentences, and consistent medical terms.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This case is useful and easy to understand, and the diagnosis looks reasonable from the clinical findings and ultrasound. However, the paper still needs many improvements before it can be published. Please add a real abstract, improve the figures and add clear figure captions, and state the follow-up time and outcome clearly. The ultrasound/Doppler findings should be explained better, and the authors should say why biopsy was not done and why they are confident with the diagnosis. The reference list also needs checking because some citations do not match the reference list and one reference is missing. Lastly, the English and formatting need full editing to make the paper look more professional.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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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